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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

The Final Environmental Impact Statement (Final EIS) has been prepared to respond to comments 

received on the Draft EIS for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Project. The Final EIS has been prepared 

by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE), Sacramento District in accordance with the requirements 

of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA). The USACE is the lead agency under NEPA. 

On April 26, 2013, the USACE released the Draft EIS for public review and comment. The comment 

period closed on June 10, 2013. The Draft EIS evaluated the potential environmental effects of the 

Proposed Action and six alternatives, including the No Action Alternative and five on-site alternative 

development plans. Written comments were received from federal, state, and local agencies, as well as 

from organizations and individuals. The USACE considered the comments received on the Draft EIS. 

The Final EIS consists of the entire Draft EIS, and the comments, responses to comments, and revisions to 

the Draft EIS. 

1.1 PURPOSE AND INTENDED USES OF THE FINAL EIS 

NEPA requires a lead agency that has completed a Draft EIS to consult with and obtain comments from 

public agencies (cooperating, responsible, and/or trustee agencies) that have legal jurisdiction with 

respect to the proposed action, and to provide the general public with opportunities to comment on the 

Draft EIS. The Final EIS is a mechanism for responding to the comments received on the Draft EIS. This 

Final EIS has been prepared to respond to comments received from agencies, organizations, and members 

of the public on the Draft EIS for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Project, which are reproduced in this 

document, and to present corrections, revisions, and other clarifications and elaborations to the Draft EIS 

made in response to these comments.  

As described in the Draft EIS, development on the project site would require the filling of wetlands and 

other jurisdictional waters of the United States as defined by the Clean Water Act (CWA). This discharge 

of fill material requires approval from the USACE pursuant to Section 404 of the federal CWA, under 

which the USACE issues or denies DA permits for activities involving a discharge of dredged or fill 

material into the waters of the United States, including wetlands. The USACE has 22 active permit 

applications to develop up to 3,746 acres (1,516 hectares) of land within the 5,230-acre (2,117-hectare) 

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (PVSP) area and an application for the development of backbone 

infrastructure, for a total of 23 active permit applications related to the development of the PVSP area. 

The owners of the remaining properties (comprising 505 acres [204 hectares] within the PVSP area 

outside of the Special Planning Area [SPA] and 979 acres [396 hectares] within the SPA) are not applying 

for DA permits at this time. If the USACE approves the 22 individual permits and a Regional General 

Permit (RGP) for the backbone infrastructure improvements, under the Proposed Action, the Applicants 

would be allowed to fill approximately 119.3 acres (48.28 hectares) of wetlands and other jurisdictional 

waters of the United States, and development of urban uses in the area would be a reasonably foreseeable 

outcome of the approvals. The Draft EIS and this Final EIS will be used to support the USACE’s decision 
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whether to issue permits pursuant to Section 404 of the Clean Water Act and issue a record of decision 

(ROD) under NEPA. 

1.2 PROPOSED ACTION 

The Proposed Action would implement the PVSP, which is a proposed specific plan project that includes 

development of the approximately 5,230-acre (2,117-hectare) site with a mix of land uses. The site 

includes 3,781 acres (1,530 hectares) of property for which DA permit applications have been submitted, 

and 1,449 acres of property for which there are no permit applications. The Proposed Action encompasses 

two possible scenarios that represent the potential low-end and high-end of the range of development 

densities that could be developed on the project site: the “Base Plan scenario” and “Blueprint scenario.” 

The development footprint under both scenarios would be the same, although the land use designations 

and acreages would differ. The Proposed Action – Base Plan scenario, which is the specific plan that was 

approved by Placer County, would allow for the development of approximately 14,132 residential units. 

In addition, the community would include about 3,361 acres (1,360 hectares) of residential uses, 309 acres 

(125 hectares) of commercial and office uses, 309 acres (125 hectares) of public/quasi-public uses (such as 

schools), 211 acres (85 hectares) of parks, 709 acres (287 hectares) of open space, and 332 acres 

(134 hectares) of major roadways. The Proposed Action – Blueprint scenario, which was also considered 

by the County but was not eventually adopted, would develop the project site at a higher density 

consistent with the Sacramento Area Council of Governments (SACOG) Blueprint and provide for up to 

21,631 residential units. Table 1.0-1, below presents the range of land uses under both scenarios. 

The development footprint within these scenarios would be essentially the same, though the land use 

designations and acreages would differ. The actual development ultimately achieved within the plan area 

could be anywhere between these two bookends, and any development within the bookends would be 

considered consistent with this EIS and any permits issued by the USACE for the Proposed Action. Land 

use decision-making within these bookends would be under the County’s jurisdiction over the life of the 

plan. Under both scenarios, 979 acres (396 hectares) of land in the western portion of the PVSP site are 

designated as a Special Planning Area (SPA) and would continue to be used for large lot rural residential 

development under the PVSP.  
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Table 1.0-1 

Proposed Action – Proposed Range of Land Uses 

 

Land Use 

Base Plan* Blueprint** 

Acres Units Acres Units 

Low Density Residential  1,001 3,519 729 3,647 

Medium Density Residential  1,176 6,474 1,170 9,873 

High Density Residential  205 3,092 342 6,244 

Special Planning Area 979 411 979 411 

Residential Subtotal  3,361 13,496 3,220 20,175 

Commercial Mixed Use 51 636 95 1,456 

Commercial 34 -- 34 -- 

Town Center Commercial 43 -- 43 -- 

Business Park/Power Center 150 -- 142 -- 

Office 33 -- 29 -- 

Commercial Subtotal 309 636 342 1,456 

Public Uses 51 -- 51 -- 

Schools 167 -- 199 -- 

Religious Facilities 91 -- 116 -- 

Public Uses Subtotal 309 0 366 0 

Open Space 709 -- 709 -- 

Park 211 -- 273 -- 

Roads 332 -- 321 -- 

Park, Roads and Open Space Subtotal 1,252 -- 1,303 -- 

Total 5,230 14,132 5,230 21,631 

    

Source: Placer Vineyards Specific Plan – July 2007; Placer Vineyards Specific Plan – Blueprint – July 2—7 

* Based on Table 3-3, Land Use Property Summary, from the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan – Errata to 

the Placer Vineyards “Base Plan” Specific Plan - July 16, 2007  

** Based on Table 3-3, Land Use Property Summary, from the Placer Vineyards Blueprint Specific Plan - 

July 2007  

 

1.3 PROJECT BACKGROUND 

Placer County first identified development of the project site in 1990. Following the adoption of the West 

Placer Community Plan in 1990, Placer County identified the remaining area to the west of the West 

Placer Community Plan as appropriate for urban development. In its 1994 General Plan, Placer County 

noted that this area could develop following adoption and implementation of a comprehensive Specific 

Plan, and the County amended the boundaries of the Dry Creek/West Placer Community Plan to include 

this land.  

Consistent with the direction provided by the Placer County 1994 General Plan, the Applicants sponsored 

preparation of the PVSP for this 5,230-acre (2,117-hectare) area. The purpose of the PVSP was to 
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comprehensively plan the development of the remaining unplanned area in southwestern Placer County 

for the establishment of a new self-sufficient community that not only included residential and 

commercial uses but also other public uses, including a mixed-use Town Center that provides for civic 

and community activities. In July 2007, the County Board of Supervisors approved the PVSP. 

In May 2006, property owners within the plan area (Applicants) submitted 24 applications to the USACE 

under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act for the development of backbone infrastructure and individual 

properties within the PVSP area (participating properties). Since then, one application has become 

inactive and there are now a total of 23 applications, that include 22 applications for the development of 

individual properties and one application that covers the construction of the backbone infrastructure 

needed to support the development of the proposed mixed-use residential community. 

1.4 PROJECT PURPOSE AND NEED 

The USACE has determined that the project purpose is:  

to construct a large-scale, regional mixed-use residential project in western Placer County. 

The Applicants’ stated need for the Proposed Action is described as follows. 

The project is proposed as a large scale residential community because the primary purpose of the 

Project is to accommodate projected population growth in Placer County and provide a 

coordinated development envelope consisting of residential, commercial, recreational, public/quasi-

public land uses, required infrastructure and open space to accommodate a population range of 

approximately 30,000 to 50,000 persons. The project is intended to assist in meeting the region’s 

future needs for residential opportunities through comprehensive planning. 

The project is proposed as a mixed-use community with adequate employment-generating non-

residential uses in order to provide a balance of jobs, housing, and other amenities. The commercial 

component of this community is important and necessary so that the County has sufficient tax revenues 

to provide services to the project. A large-scale residential-only development would not be fiscally 

sustainable because the tax revenue from property taxes alone would be insufficient to provide the 

needed County services. This is especially the case for the project site and its vicinity in western Placer 

County where a high proportion of the property tax revenues go to the local school district and the 

County share is relatively small. In addition, there are no nearby existing retail centers to serve the Placer 

Vineyards area, so early development of a commercial center is important from a service standpoint as 

well as for fiscal reasons.  

Placer County identified this area for urban development (PVSP EIR 2007). This was based on a number 

of important planning factors, including that (1) the cities and areas surrounding the Plan area are 

experiencing rapid growth in jobs, creating the need for additional housing in southwestern Placer 

County; (2) the area is contiguous to existing urban development to the south (Sacramento County) and 

new development to the north (Roseville); (3) the region is planning improvements to the transportation 

network that could accommodate the level of growth associated with the Specific Plan; and (4) the Plan 

area is better suited to concentrated new growth than other locations, as it would create less sprawl. 
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For purposes of this EIS, western Placer County is defined as the portion of Placer County west of 

Interstate 80 (I-80) and State Route 65.  

1.5 AGENCY ROLES AND RESPONSIBILITIES 

The USACE is serving as the lead agency for NEPA compliance.  

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) is participating as a cooperating agency. The U.S. 

Fish & Wildlife Service (USFWS) was invited to participate as a cooperating agency but did not accept. 

The following agencies and entities also have discretionary authority or legal jurisdiction over part or all 

of the Proposed Action, or special expertise relevant to the Proposed Action. 

 United States Fish and Wildlife Service  

 California Department of Transportation 

 California Department of Fish and Wildlife 

 Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board 

 Placer County 

1.6 SUMMARY DESCRIPTION OF PROJECT ALTERNATIVES 

As discussed earlier in the section, based on their ability to meet the purpose and need of the Proposed 

Action and their feasibility as determined by the application of screening criteria, five on-site “focused 

avoidance” alternatives were determined to be reasonable alternatives to the Proposed Action and were 

carried forward in the Draft EIS for detailed evaluation along with the No Action Alternative. Since the 

USACE is reviewing permits for individual properties, each alternative focuses avoidance within an 

individual property. The alternatives are briefly described below. 

1.6.1 No Action Alternative 

Under the No Action Alternative, the project site would be developed in a manner that avoids activities 

in jurisdictional waters of the United States, including wetlands, thereby avoiding the need for a permit 

issued s under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act. However, local approvals from the County and the 

state may still be required. The No Action Alternative may require authorization from the USFWS under 

the federal Endangered Species Act because avoidance of jurisdictional waters may not completely avoid 

impacts to federally listed species.  

The No Action Alternative would involve development of portions of the approximately 5,230-acre 

(2,117-hectare) project site, resulting in a reduced extent of residential and commercial uses. Avoidance of 

Section 404 triggers would reduce the total development footprint to approximately 3,297 acres 

(1,334 hectares), comprising approximately 2,410 acres (975 hectares) of residential uses (with an 

estimated 8,441 units at buildout), 221 acres (89 hectares) of commercial and office uses, 211 acres 

(85 hectares) of public and quasi-public uses, 124 acres (50 hectares) of parks, and 332 acres (134 hectares) 

of roads. About 1,933 acres (782 hectares) would be preserved as open space. The proposed land uses 

under the No Action Alternative are shown in Table 1.0-2, below. Even though, compared to the 
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Proposed Action, the demand for water, sewer, and other utilities would be reduced under the No Action 

Alternative, all of the off-site infrastructure improvements would still be required.  

 

Table 1.0-2  

No Action Alternative – Land Use Summary (in acres and units)  

 

Land Use 

Proposed Action – 

Base Plan Scenario 

Proposed Action – 

Blueprint Scenario 

No Action 

Alternative 

Acres Units Acres Units Acres Units 

Low Density Residential  1,001 3,519 729 3,647 590 2,064 

Medium Density Residential  1,176 6,474 1,170 9,873 721 3,819 

High Density Residential  205 3,092 342 6,244 121 1,814 

Special Planning Area 979 411 979 411 979 411 

Residential Subtotal  3,361 13,496 3,220 20,175 2,410 8,108 

Commercial Mixed Use 51 636 95 1,456 27 333 

Commercial 34 -- 34 -- 56 -- 

Town Center Commercial 43 -- 43 -- -- -- 

Business Park/Power Center 150 -- 142 -- 109 -- 

Office 33 -- 29 -- 31 -- 

Commercial Subtotal 309 636 342 1,456 221 333 

Public Uses 51 -- 51 -- 42 -- 

Schools 167 -- 199 -- 118 -- 

Religious Facilities 91 -- 116 -- 52 -- 

Public Uses Subtotal 309 0 366 0 211 0 

Open Space 709 -- 709 -- 1,933 -- 

Park 211 -- 273 -- 124 -- 

Roads 332 -- 321 -- 332 -- 

Park, Roads and Open Space Subtotal 1,252 0 1,303 0 2,388 0 

Total 5,230 14,132 5,230 21,631 5,230 8,441 

 

1.6.2 Alternative 1 

Alternative 1 involves an alternative land use plan that would avoid wetlands on Property 1B, a 56-acre 

(23-hectare) property located in the eastern portion of the project site. This alternate land use plan for this 

property would avoid a group of three large vernal pools (totaling approximately 2 acres [0.8 hectare] of 

jurisdictional wetlands) and the drainage swale that crosses the northeast corner of the site. The alternate 

site plan designates the area around the three pools, including a 100-foot (30-meter) buffer, as open space. 

The alternative also shifts the proposed East Town Center Drive to the south in order to avoid bisecting 

the group of vernal pools. As a result, approximately 21 acres (8 hectares) of the property would remain 

in open space compared to about 4 acres (2 hectares) under the Proposed Action (both scenarios). 
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The acreage assigned to religious facilities would decrease from between 9 and 17 acres (4 and 7 hectares) 

under the Proposed Action scenarios to just 1 acre (0.4 hectare) under this alternative and the acreage for 

residential development would decrease from 34 acres (14 hectares) under the Proposed Action to 

30 acres (12 hectares) under this alternative. The total number of housing units that would be constructed 

on the property under this alternate land use plan would however remain the same as the Proposed 

Action. This would be achieved by developing other portions of the project site at a higher density. 

The land uses for Property 1B under Alternative 1 are shown in Table 1.0-3.  

 

Table 1.0-3 

Alternative 1 – Property 1B Site Land Use Summary (in acres) 

 

Land Use 

Proposed Action- 

Base Plan 

Proposed Action - 

Blueprint Alternative 1 

Low Density Residential  10 0 0 

Medium Density Residential  18 14 22 

High Density Residential  6 11 8 

Residential Subtotal  34 25 30 

Commercial  0 0 0 

Religious Facilities 9 17 1 

Public Uses Subtotal 9 17 1 

Open Space 4 3.5 21 

Park 2 4 1 

Roads 7 6.5 4 

Park, Roads and Open Space Subtotal 13 14 26 

Total 56 56 56 

 

1.6.3 Alternative 2 

Alternative 2 involves an alternative land use plan that would modify the proposed land uses and 

provide additional avoidance of wetlands on the 101-acre (41-hectare) Property 3 which is located in the 

northeastern portion of the project site.  

The land use plan for Property 3 under the Proposed Action (both scenarios) would avoid the complex of 

wetlands in the northeastern portion of the property but would make alterations to a swale complex 

located along the property’s southern boundary. This swale complex involves approximately 2 acres 

(0.8 hectare) of wetlands. Alternative 2 would shift the proposed A Street to the north in order to provide 

a 100-foot (30-meter) buffer between the southerly swales and adjacent development.  

Compared to the Proposed Action, Alternative 2 designates over half the parcel for commercial uses and 

eliminates all residential uses from the property. The proposed land uses for Property 3 under 

Alternative 2 are shown in Table 1.0-4, below.  
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Table 1.0-4 

Alternative 2 – Property 3 Site Land Use Summary (in acres)  

 

Land Use 

Proposed Action - 

Base Plan 

Proposed Action - 

Blueprint Alternative 2 

Medium Density Residential  26.5 0 0 

High Density Residential  7 17 0 

Residential Subtotal  33.5 17 0 

Commercial Mixed Use 0 18 0 

Commercial 25 25 63.5 

Commercial Subtotal 25 43 63.5 

Religious Facilities 4 0 2 

Public Uses Subtotal 4 0 2 

Open Space 26 26.5 31.4 

Park 4 6 0 

Roads 8 8 3.6 

Park, Roads and Open Space Subtotal 38 41 35 

Total 100.5 100.5 100.5 

 

1.6.4 Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 involves an alternative land use plan that would avoid a large cluster of wetlands (totaling 

approximately 3.4 acres [1.4 hectares] of jurisdictional wetlands) on Property 16, a 94-acre (38-hectare) 

property located in the southwestern portion of the project site. This alternate land use plan for this 

property would increase the acres of open space to about 65 acres (26 hectares) and would provide a 

100-foot (30-meter) buffer between the development area and the wetlands to be avoided. The residential 

acreage under this alternative would be reduced by about 40 acres (16 hectares) and acreage for religious 

facilities would be eliminated. Even though the acreage for residential uses would be substantially 

reduced under Alternative 3, the total number of residential units would be the same as the Proposed 

Action Base Plan scenario. This would be achieved by building the residential units at a higher density in 

other portions of the project site. The proposed land uses for Property 16 under Alternative 3 are shown 

in Table 1.0-5, below.  
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Table 1.0-5 

Alternative 3 – Property 16 Site Land Use Summary (in acres)  

 

Land Use 

Proposed Action - 

Base Plan 

Proposed Action - 

Blueprint Alternative 3 

Low Density Residential  43 26.5 0 

Medium Density Residential  20 32.5 23.6 

High Density Residential  0 4.5 0 

Residential Subtotal  63 63.5 23.6 

Religious Facilities 5.5 5.5 0 

Public Uses Subtotal 5.5 5.5 0 

Open Space 16 16 65.3 

Park 4 4.5 1.5 

Roads 5.5 4.5 3.6 

Park, Roads and Open Space Subtotal 25.5 25 70.4 

Total 94 94 94 

 

1.6.5 Alternative 4 

Alternative 4 would modify the land use plan to provide additional wetland avoidance (totaling 0.13 acre 

[0.05 hectare] of jurisdictional wetlands) on Property 17, a 20-acre (8-hectare) property in the 

southwestern portion of the project site. The wetlands avoided under Alternative 4 would be a 

continuation of the avoidance area under Alternative 3, and therefore it is anticipated that Alternative 4 

would not be implemented in the event that Alternative 3 is not approved for implementation. The 

proposed land uses for Property 17 under Alternative 4 are shown in Table 1.0-6.  

 

Table 1.0-6 

Alternative 4 – Property 17 Site Land Use Summary (in acres) 

 

Land Use 

Proposed Action- 

Base Plan 

Proposed Action - 

Blueprint Alternative 4 

Low Density Residential  12  10.7 

Medium Density Residential  7.5 11.5 7.5 

High Density Residential  0 8 0 

Residential Subtotal  19.5 19.5 18.2 

Open Space 0 0 1.3 

Park 0 0 0 

Roads 0 0 0 

Park, Roads and Open Space Subtotal 0 0 1.3 

Total 19.5 19.5 19.5 
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1.6.6 Alternative 5 

Alternative 5 involves an alternative land use plan that would avoid a cluster of wetlands totaling 

approximately 1.2 acres (0.5 hectare) on Property 23, a 93-acre (38-hectare) property located in the 

western portion of the project site. The alternate land use plan for this property would increase the acres 

of open space from about 35 acres (14 hectares) to 50 acres (20 hectares) in order to avoid additional 

wetlands and provide an adequate buffer between development and avoidance areas. The residential 

area under the alternative would be reduced to 43 acres (17 hectares), although the number of residential 

units would remain the same as the Proposed Action. The proposed land uses for Property 23 under 

Alternative 5 are shown in Table 1.0-7.  

 

Table 1.0-7 

Alternative 5 – Property 23 Site Land Use Summary (in acres)  

 

Land Use 

Proposed Action- 

Base Plan 

Proposed Action - 

Blueprint Alternative 5 

Low Density Residential  49.5 23.5 37.6 

Medium Density Residential  8.5 31.5 4.9 

High Density Residential  0 0 0 

Residential Subtotal  58 55 42.5 

Public Uses 0 0 0 

Schools 0 0 0 

Religious Facilities 0 4 0 

Public Uses Subtotal 0 4 0 

Open Space 22.5 22.5 41.9 

Park 5 4.5 1.9 

Roads 7 6.5 6.2 

Park, Roads and Open Space Subtotal 34.5 33.5 50 

Total 92.5 92.5 92.5 

 

1.6.7 Combined Alternatives 1 through 5 

Combined Alternatives 1 through 5 would involve a land use plan that would be the same as the 

Proposed Action (either scenario) for all properties that make up the PVSP site except for Properties 1B, 3, 

16, 17, and 23, where the land use plans presented under Alternatives 1 through 5 would also be 

implemented. As a result, filling of an additional 8.5 acres (3.4 hectares) of wetlands on Properties 1B, 3, 

16, 17, and 23 would be avoided.  

This alternative, which alters the development footprint and the amount of development on only five of 

the PVSP properties, can be combined with either of the two Proposed Action scenarios. While Properties 

1B, 3, 16, 17, and 23 would be developed per this combined alternative, the remainder of the PVSP site 
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could be developed either at Base Plan densities per the Proposed Action Base Plan or at Blueprint 

densities per the Proposed Action Blueprint scenario. As with Alternatives 1 through 5, the total number 

of dwelling units that are developed within the PVSP site would remain the same under this alternative 

(14,132 dwelling units under the Base Plan and 21,631 dwelling units under the Blueprint scenario) 

because the reduction in the number of units developed on Properties 1B, 3, 16, 17, and 23 (about 

84 units) would be offset by developing other portions of the project site at slightly higher densities.  

1.7 NEPA REQUIREMENTS FOR RESPONDING TO COMMENTS 

NEPA requires the Final EIS to include and respond to all substantive comments received on the Draft 

EIS (40 CFR § 1503.4). Lead agency responses may include the need to: 

 modify the proposed action or alternatives 

 develop and evaluate new alternatives 

 supplement, improve, or modify the substantive environmental analyses 

 make factual corrections to the text, tables, or figures contained in the Draft EIS 

 explain why no further response is necessary 

Additionally, the Final EIS must discuss any responsible opposing view that was not adequately 

discussed in the Draft EIS and must indicate the lead agency’s response to the issue raised. 

1.8 REQUIREMENTS FOR DOCUMENT CERTIFICATION AND FUTURE 

STEPS IN PROJECT APPROVAL 

The Final EIS is being distributed to agencies, stakeholder organizations, and individuals who 

commented on the Draft EIS. The Final EIS will be available for public review for 30 days after a notice is 

published in the Federal Register. Comments on the Final EIS should be sent to: 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 

Regulatory Division 

Attn: Will Ness 

1325 J Street, Room 1480 

Sacramento, California 95814-2922 

Fax: (916) 557-6877 

 

Email: DLL-CESPK-RD-EIS-Comments@usace.army.mil 

The USACE will circulate the Final EIS for a minimum of 30 days before taking action on the permit 

applications and issuing its ROD. The ROD will state the decision, identify all alternatives considered, 

specify the environmentally superior alternative, identify relevant factors considered in the decision, and 

summarize any mitigation and monitoring measures adopted. 
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1.9 ORGANIZATION AND FORMAT OF THE FINAL EIS 

This Final EIS is organized in the following manner: 

 Chapter 1.0, Introduction – describes the purpose and content of the Final EIS.  

 Chapter 2.0, Comments on the Draft EIS and Responses to Comments – contains a list of all 

agencies, organizations, and individuals who submitted comments on the Draft EIS during the 

public review period, copies of the comment letters submitted on the Draft EIS, and the USACE’s 

responses to the comments. 

 Chapter 3.0, Errata – presents corrections and revisions to the text of the Draft EIS based on 

issues raised by comments, clarifications, corrections, or minor changes to the Proposed Action. 

Changes in the text are shown by strikeouts where text is removed and by underline where text is 

added. 

 Chapter 4.0, References – lists the references cited in the above chapters. 

 Chapter 5.0, List of Preparers – identifies the USACE and consultant staff involved in the 

preparation of this Final EIS. 
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1.10 SUMMARY OF IMPACTS AND MITIGATION MEASURES 

Table 1.0-8 presents a summary of the environmental effects of the Proposed Action and alternatives, and for effects determined to be significant, 

it also presents feasible mitigation measures that would avoid or reduce the significant effects. 

 

Table 1.0-8 

Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

 

Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Aesthetics 

Impact AES-1: Effect on Scenic 

Vistas 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is feasible. 

SU SU SU SU SU SU 

Impact AES-2: Effect on Scenic 

Resources 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact AES-3: Degradation of 

Visual Character 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.2-6a:  Revegetation  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

All areas containing natural vegetation or landscape material that are disturbed during utility line and roadway construction shall be revegetated upon 

completion of work utilizing plant materials similar to those disturbed. Revegetated areas shall be actively maintained until fully established, in accordance 

with the standards and provisions contained in the County’s Landscape Design Guidelines.  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.2-6b:  Screening and Lighting  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

All permanent utility line-related structures extending above ground shall be screened where feasible using a combination of berms, mounds, landscape 

material, decorative fencing/walls, or other screening feature approved by the Placer County Development Review Committee, consistent with the Placer 

County Design Guidelines and the Placer County Landscape Design Guidelines. In addition, any proposed roadway and utility pump station lighting shall be 

directed downward using cut-off fixtures to minimize lighting effects on adjacent areas and the night sky.  

Timing: Before approval of building permits for all phases 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning and Public Works Departments 

Impact AES-4: Effects from New 

Sources of Light and Glare 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

Implement PVSP EIR Mitigation 

Measure 4.2-6b 

LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) 

Impact AES-5: Indirect Effects on 

Aesthetics from Off-Site 

Infrastructure Not Constructed as 

Part of the Project 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No authority to implement 

Mitigation Measures 4.2-6a and 

4.2-6b. 

SU SU SU SU SU SU 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Agricultural Resources 

Impact AG-1: Conversion of 

Important Farmland 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a: Open Space/Agricultural Land Mitigation  

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

A Project Level Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resource Mitigation Plan for implementing the Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological 

Resource Mitigation Strategy must be approved by the County at the time of the approval of any improvement plans for subdivision improvements or off-site 

infrastructure, recordation of a final map (not including a large lot final map that results in no disturbance of any existing natural condition) or issuance of 

any project-level discretionary approval for non-residential land uses that do not require a tentative subdivision map. A Project Level Open Space, Agricultural 

Land, and Biological Resource Mitigation Plan may cover a development project or group of projects and must include any required off-site infrastructure 

unless covered by a separate project level mitigation plan for that infrastructure improvement. A tentative map may have more than one Project Level Open 

Space, Agricultural Land, and Biological Resource Mitigation Plan if the development authorized by the map is intended to occur in phases. 

Each Project Level Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resource Mitigation Plan shall include all of the following: 

1. Identification and quantification of land cover and wetland take and applicable mitigation requirements as required under this mitigation strategy. 

2. Identification and quantification of proposed mitigation with sufficient detail to allow for County evaluation, including plans for any restoration, 

enhancement, and/or creation of wetlands. 

3. Identification of any conservation or mitigation bank credits or assignment of excess mitigation from other projects in the Specific Plan. 

4. Draft conservation easements and draft management and monitoring plans, if applicable. 

5. Proposed funding for long-term management, if applicable. 

Timing: Before approval of final maps 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact AG-2: Compatibility with 

Adjacent Agricultural Uses 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact AG-3: Indirect Effects on 

Agricultural Resources from Off-

Site Infrastructure Not 

Constructed as Part of the Project 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Air Quality 

Impact AQ-1: Emissions 

Associated with Construction 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-1a: Construction Activities Emissions Reduction Measures 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Construction contractors shall be required to submit a construction emission/dust control plan for approval by the PCAPCD prior to any ground disturbance. 

At a minimum, this plan shall include the following measures:  

 Water exposed earth surfaces as necessary to eliminate visible dust emissions (at least one water truck will be available for every three pieces of 

earthmoving equipment);  

 Suspend grading operations when wind is sufficient to generate visible dust clouds;  

 Pave, use gravel cover or spray a dust control agent on all haul roads;  

 Wash down all earthmoving construction equipment daily, and wash down all haul trucks leaving the site;  

 Cover all trucks delivering or exporting soil, sand, and other loose materials to ensure that all trucks hauling such materials maintain at least 2 feet of 

freeboard;  

 Institute measures to reduce wind erosion when site preparation is completed;  

 Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff onto public roadways;  

 Provide graveled, paved or grass-covered areas for construction employee vehicle parking; and  

 The site contractor shall retain a CARB certified individual to routinely perform Visible Emissions Evaluations (VEE) to ensure compliance with Rule 

228, Fugitive Dust. Fugitive dust shall not exceed 40 percent opacity and shall not go beyond property boundaries at any time. The designee’s duties 

shall include holiday and weekend periods when work may not be in progress.  

Immediately following any mass grading phase, the following dust control measures shall be implemented:  

 Apply soil stabilizers or commence reestablishing ground cover to construction areas within 96 hours of completing grading activities;  

 Develop and implement a wind erosion monitoring program for areas which will remain inactive for extended periods; this program should at a 

minimum provide for weekly monitoring of inactive sites to assess the effectiveness of wind erosion controls.  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-1b: Construction Activities Emissions Reduction Measures 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Contractors shall be required to reduce NOx and ROG emissions by complying with the construction vehicle air pollutant control strategies developed by the 

PCAPCD. Contractors shall include in the construction contracts the following requirements or measures shown to equally effective:  

 Construction equipment operators shall shut off equipment when not in use to avoid unnecessary idling. Generally, vehicle idling should be kept below 

10 minutes.  

 Contractor’s construction equipment shall be properly maintained and in good working condition.  

 The site contractor shall retain a CARB certified individual to routinely evaluate project related off-road and heavy-duty on-road equipment emissions 

for compliance with Rule 202, Visible Emissions.  

 The prime contractor shall ensure that emissions from all off-road diesel powered equipment used in the Specific Plan area do not exceed 40 percent 

opacity for more than 3 minutes in any 1 hour. Any equipment found to exceed the 40 percent opacity shall be repaired immediately, and the County of 

Placer and the PCAPCD shall be notified within 48 hours of identification of non-compliant equipment. A visual survey of all in-operation equipment 

shall be made at least weekly, and a monthly summary of the visual results shall be submitted to the County of Placer and the PCAPCD throughout 

the duration of construction in the Specific Plan area, except that a monthly summary shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no 

construction activity occurs. The monthly summary shall include the quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as well as the dates of each survey. The 

PCAPCD and/or other officials may conduct periodic site inspections to determine compliance. Nothing in this section shall supersede other PCAPCD 

or state rules or regulations.  

 The prime contractor shall submit to the PCAPCD a comprehensive inventory (i.e., make, model, year, emission rating) of all heavy-duty off-road 

equipment (50 horsepower or greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 hours or more for the construction project. PCAPCD personnel, with 

assistance from the California Air Resources Board, will conduct initial Visible Emissions Evaluations of all heavy-duty equipment on the inventory 

list.  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-1c: Construction Activities Emissions Reduction Measures 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The project shall provide a plan, for approval by the Placer County Air Pollution Control District, demonstrating that the heavy-duty (less than 50 horsepower) 

off-road vehicles to be used for any construction projects undertaken within the Specific Plan area over its planning lifetime, including owned, leased and 

subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project-wide fleet-averaged 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the most recent 

annual CARB off-road construction fleet average for western Placer County. Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines, 

low-emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment products, and/or other options as they become available. Contractors 

can access the Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s web site to determine if their off-road fleet meets the requirements listed in this 

measure.  

(See http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/Construction_Mitigation_Calculator.xls) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-1d: Construction Activities Emissions Reduction Measures 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Construction contractors shall be required to use low-VOC architectural coatings and asphalt in compliance with District Rules and Regulations. Contractors 

shall also be required to fuel stationary construction equipment with low-sulfur fuels, and use existing power sources (e.g., power poles) or clean fuel generators 

in place of temporary diesel power generators whenever feasible.  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-1e: Construction Activities Emissions Reduction Measures 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Construction contractors shall be required to provide management of construction traffic. Contractors shall include in the construction contracts the following 

requirements:  

 Contractors shall provide temporary traffic control during all phases of construction activities to improve traffic flow (i.e., flag person);  

 Contractors shall configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference;  

 Contractors shall endeavor to schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow to off-peak hours (e.g., between 7:00 PM and 6:00 AM and 

between 10:00 AM and 3:00 PM);  

 Contractors shall reroute construction traffic off congested streets; and  

Contractors shall provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction equipment on- and off-site.  

Timing: Before the approval of grading plans and throughout project construction, as appropriate for all project phases. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning and Public Works Departments; Placer County Air Pollution Control District 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact AQ-2: Criteria Pollutant 

Emissions Associated with 

Occupancy/Operation 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-3a: Operational Emissions Reduction Measures 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The following guidelines shall be used by the County during review of future project-specific submittals for non-residential development within the Specific 

Plan area in order to reduce generation of air pollutants with intent that specified measures be required where feasible and appropriate:  

 Include in all new parking lots tree plantings designed to result in 50 percent shading of parking lot surface areas within 15 years. Incorporated by 

reference in this measure are the City of Sacramento Parking Lot Tree Shading Design and Maintenance Guidelines dated June 17, 2003 (see EIR 

Appendix U). Also, see Specific Plan Policy 6.25;  

 Equip HVAC units with a PremAir or similar catalyst system, if reasonably available and economically feasible at the time building permits are 

issued. Catalyst systems are considered feasible if the additional cost is less than 10 percent of the base HVAC unit cost;  

 Install two 110/208 volt power outlets for every two loading docks;  

 Promote passive solar building design and landscaping conducive to passive solar energy use (i.e., building orientation in a south to southwest 

direction where feasible, encouraging planting of deciduous trees on western sides of structures, landscaping with drought-resistant species, and 

including groundcovers rather than pavement to reduce heat reflection). Landscaping plans shall prohibit the use of liquidambar and eucalyptus trees 

that produce smog-forming compounds (high emission factors for isoprenes); and  

 Implement the following, or equivalent measures, as determined by the County in consultation with the APCD:  

 Establish building guidelines that encourage the use of low-absorptive coatings on all building surfaces and Energy Star roofing products on all 

roofs, if reasonably available and economically feasible, at the time building permits are issued;  

 Establish paving guidelines that require businesses, if feasible, to pave all privately owned parking areas with a substance with reflective attributes 

(albedo = 0.30 or better) similar to cement concrete. The use of a paving substance with reflective attributes similar to concrete is considered 

feasible under this measure if the additional cost is less than 10 percent of the cost of applying a standard asphalt product; and  

 Power all off-road equipment used at office, industrial, and commercial uses by the lowest-emission technology reasonably available at the time 

building permits are issued.  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-3b: Operational Emissions Reduction Measures 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The following measures shall be used singularly or in combination to accomplish an overall reduction of 10 to 20 percent in residential energy consumption 

relative to the requirements of State of California Title 24:  

 Use of air conditioning systems that that are more efficient than Title 24 requirements;  

 Use of high-efficiency heating and other appliances, such as water heaters, cooking equipment, refrigerators, and furnaces;  

 Installation of photovoltaic rooftop energy systems; and  

 Establishment of tree-planting guidelines that require residents to plant trees to shade buildings primarily on the west and south sides of the buildings. 

Use of deciduous trees (to allow solar gain during the winter) and direct shading of air conditioning systems shall be included in the guidelines.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-3c: Operational Emissions Reduction Measures 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Promote a reduction in residential emissions through implementation of the following measure:  

 Prohibit any wood-burning fireplaces, woodstoves, or similar wood-burning devices. Homes may be fitted with UL rated natural gas burning 

appliances if desired. This prohibition shall be included in any CC&Rs that are established.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-3d: Operational Emissions Reduction Measures 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

For all projects, use the lowest-emitting architectural coatings during construction. When zero-VOC coatings are commercially available, they should be used. 

When only low-VOC coatings are available, they shall be used in lieu of higher-emitting formulations. Design review submittals shall include information 

concerning the coatings products proposed for use in the project.  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-3e: Operational Emissions Reduction Measures 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Bicycle usage shall be promoted by requiring the following:  

 All non-residential projects shall provide bicycle lockers and/or racks;  

 All apartment complexes or condominiums without garages shall provide at least two Class I bicycle storage spaces per unit;  

 Require residential neighborhoods to be interconnected, with easy access to commercial and recreational land uses. All neighborhoods shall have access 

to the Class I bicycle trails without having to travel on an arterial street. All schools and public parks (except neighborhood tot lots) shall be connected 

with a Class I bicycle trail through the open space and greenbelts;  

 A pedestrian/bikeway (P/B) Master Plan shall be developed for the entire Specific Plan area. This master plan shall be consistent with the guidelines 

established in the Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan and in the Specific Plan; and  

 As each residential phase is constructed, each subdivision shall install its share of the overall P/B network, and ensure that the layout of each 

residential phase does not interfere with completion of the overall P/B network. Residential areas adjacent to open space corridors shall provide 

reasonable access to the Class I P/B trails located in the corridors. These Class I corridors shall provide linkages with the comprehensive network of 

other trails throughout the Specific Plan area. The P/B Master Plan shall provide linkages from all residential neighborhoods to all commercial areas. 

Non-vehicular access shall consist of a network of convenient linkages of Class I, II and III trails.  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-3f: Operational Emissions Reduction Measures 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Transit usage and ride sharing shall be promoted by requiring participation in the development of a regional transit system at such time as a system is 

established and setasides of land for park-and ride facilities. Fair share participation may consist of dedication of right-of-way, easements, capital improvements, 

and/or other methods of participation deemed appropriate. In addition, future project design shall ensure that an adequate number of developers in the Specific 

Plan area provide reservations for future installations of bus turnouts and passenger benches and shelters, to be installed at such time as transit service is 

established and as demand and service routes warrant. The two transit centers shall be connected with the Class I bicycle trail. The Specific Plan shall provide 

for set-asides of land for two separate park-and-ride facilities. Construction of the park-and-ride facilities shall be phased over the buildout period of the project, 

with the first 50 spaces in place prior to issuance of the 3,000th residential building permit. Prior to issuance of the 6,000th residential building permit another 

50 spaces shall be provided, followed by 50 more prior to the 9,000th residential building permit. Forty-three more spaces shall be provided prior to issuance of 

the 12,000 residential building permit for a total of 193 spaces to be constructed (equal to 0.1 percent of the anticipated daily trip generation of the project). A 

public transit development fee shall be required for all development projects. The amount of this fee shall be based upon the traffic generation potential of each 

project. A dial-a-ride transportation system shall be established to reduce individual vehicle trips and establish data for the eventual formation of a transit 

system within the Specific Plan area.  

An Air Quality and Transportation System Management (TSM) Plan shall be prepared for the Specific Plan to implement all feasible means of reducing 

Specific Plan area emissions. This plan shall provide for eventual public transit and implementation of trip reduction strategies that coordinate with 

surrounding areas. A Transportation Management Association (TMA) shall be established that shall be funded by the developer and all businesses located 

within the Specific Plan area. The TSM plan shall be updated annually by TMA staff to demonstrate compliance with all air quality requirements, and to 

incorporate the latest state-of-the-art techniques and strategies to reduce emissions. Initially, the TMA shall provide each home and business with an 

information packet that will contain, at a minimum, the following information:  

 Commute options: to inform Specific Plan area occupants of the alternative travel amenities provided, including ridesharing and public transit 

availability/schedules;  

 Maps showing Specific Plan area pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian paths to community centers, shopping areas, employment areas, schools, parks, 

and recreation areas;  

 Instructions on how to use TMA services that will facilitate trip reduction opportunities; and  

 Information regarding PCAPCD programs to reduce countywide emissions.  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-3g: Operational Emissions Reduction Measures 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

All projects requiring issuance of residential and non-residential building permits shall participate in an off-site mitigation program coordinated through the 

PCAPCD to offset NOx and ROG emissions not mitigated through on-site measures.  

The PCAPCD, on behalf of Placer County, will determine air quality mitigation fees using calculation methodology established in practice and routinely 

applied to other, similar, contemporaneous land use development projects. The off-site mitigation program, coordinated through the PCAPCD, is designed to 

offset the project’s long-term ozone precursor emissions. Monetary incentives shall be provided to sources of air pollutant emissions within the project’s general 

vicinity that are not required by law to reduce their emissions. Therefore, the reductions are real, quantifiable and implement provisions of the 1994 State 

Implementation Plan. The off-site mitigation program reduces emissions within the region that would not otherwise be eliminated and thereby “offsets” the 

project’s increase to regional emissions.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-3h: Operational Emissions Reduction Measures 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

School districts shall be encouraged to incorporate the following measures into the design, construction, and operation of elementary, middle and high school 

buildings and facilities:  

 Install bicycle lockers and racks at all appropriate locations;  

 Post signage prohibiting the idling of diesel vehicles for longer than 5 minutes;  

 Construct at least one bus stop at a convenient location to be used for either fixed route service within the Specific Plan area or commuter service;  

 Provide a community notice board and information kiosk with information about community events, ride-sharing, and commute alternatives;  

 Provide preferential parking for carpools and hybrid vehicles (vehicles with self-charging electric engines); and  

 Incorporate solar water heating systems and HVAC PremAir or similar catalyst systems in building design.  



1.0 Introduction  

Impact Sciences, Inc. 1.0-26 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Final EIS 

USACE #200601050  July 2014 

Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-3i: Operational Emissions Reduction Measures 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The following measures shall be incorporated into the design, construction, and operation of public park areas:  

 The pedestrian/bikeway (P/B) master plan shall provide at least one Class I linkage to all school sites;  

 Additional Class I and II linkages shall be provided so as to provide convenient access to/from the park sites;  

 Install bicycle lockers and racks at all appropriate locations;  

 Provide a community notice board and information kiosk with information about community events, ride-sharing, and commute alternatives;  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-3j: Operational Emissions Reduction Measures 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Prohibit open burning throughout the Specific Plan area. Include this prohibition in any project CC&Rs that are established.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.8-3k: Operational Emissions Reduction Measures 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The County may substitute different air pollution control measures for individual projects, that are equally effective or superior to those proposed herein, as new 

technology and/or other feasible measures become available in the course of buildout of the Specific Plan area.  

Timing: Before the approval of grading plans and throughout project construction, as appropriate for all project phases. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning and Public Works Departments; Placer County Air Pollution Control District 

Impact AQ-3: CO Hotspots 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact AQ-4: Exposure to Toxic 

Air Contaminants 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact AQ-5: Exposure to 

Objectionable Odors 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact AQ-6: Indirect Effects on 

Air Quality from Off-Site 

Infrastructure Not Constructed as 

Part of the Project 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No authority to implement mitigation 

measures. 

SU SU SU SU SU SU 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Biological Resources 

Impact BIO-1: Loss and 

Degradation of Functions and 

Services of the Waters of the U.S. 

through Direct Removal, Filling, 

Hydrological Interruption or 

Other Means 

 

NA 

No mitigation is required. 

 

PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

Mitigation described below. 

LTS SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Wetland Compensatory Mitigation  

(Applicability – Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 5, and Combined Alternatives 1 through 5) 

The Applicants shall prepare and present to the USACE a detailed mitigation plan that incorporates permittee-responsible preservation and/or restoration at an 

off-site location or purchase of constructed wetland creation/restoration credits and preservation credits by the Applicants. The USACE will evaluate the 

specifics of this plan to determine the actual mitigation requirements based on a number of factors, including but not limited to functions, location (watershed), 

change in surface area, uncertainty, or risk of failure, and temporal loss of function. The final mitigation requirements will be incorporated into the permit 

conditions. The purchase of credits from an approved in-lieu fee provider may also be a permissible mitigation option. 

Timing: Before approval of grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activities for any project development phase containing 

wetland features. 

Enforcement: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District; Placer County Planning Department  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact BIO-2: Effects on Listed 

Vernal Pool Invertebrates and 

Their Habitat 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2a: Secure Take Authorization for Federally Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrates  

(Applicability – No Action) 

No project construction shall proceed in areas supporting potential habitat for federally listed vernal pool invertebrates or within adequate buffer areas 

(generally 250-feet from habitat) until a biological opinion (BO) and incidental take permit has been issued by USFWS. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-2b: Secure Take Authorization for Federally Listed Vernal Pool Invertebrates and Implement Permit 

Conditions 

(Applicability – Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 5 , and Combined Alternatives 1 through 5) 

No project construction shall proceed in areas supporting potential habitat for federally listed vernal pool invertebrates or within adequate buffer areas 

(generally 250-feet from habitat) until a biological opinion (BO) and incidental take permit has been issued by the USFWS. The USACE will consult with the 

USFWS under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act and if the USACE determines DA permits will be issued for impacts to habitat on the project site, the 

BO conditions shall be incorporated into the terms and conditions of the DA permits. The Applicants shall abide by permit conditions (including conservation 

and minimization measures) intended to be completed before on-site construction.  

The Applicants will not be required to complete this mitigation measure for direct or indirect impacts that have already been mitigated to the satisfaction of the 

USFWS through another BO or mitigation plan. 

Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans, before any ground-disturbing activities within 250 feet of said habitat, and on 

an ongoing basis throughout construction as applicable for all project phases. 

Enforcement: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; Placer County Planning Department  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact BIO-3: Effects on 

Federally Listed Plant Species 

 

NA 

No mitigation is feasible. 

SU LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-3: Mitigate for Loss of Federally Listed Plant Species  

(Applicability –Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 5, and Combined Alternatives 1 through 5) 

 Prior to any ground disturbance on lands that contain suitable habitat for federally listed plant species and that have not been surveyed for federally 

listed plant species, a protocol survey will be completed by a qualified biologist during the blooming season to determine whether the species are present 

within the area of ground disturbance. If the species are not discovered, no further action is required. 

 In the event that the species are discovered within the area to be disturbed and the population(s) cannot be avoided, the Applicants will comply with the 

conditions in the Biological Opinion (BO) issued by the USFWS. 

Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans, before any ground-disturbing activities within 250 feet of said habitat, and on 

an ongoing basis throughout construction as applicable for all project phases. 

Enforcement: U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District; U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; Placer County Planning Department  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact BIO-4: Effects on 

Federally Listed Amphibian and 

Reptile Species 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4a: Secure Take Authorization for Federally Listed Giant Garter Snake  

(Applicability – No Action) 

No project construction shall proceed in areas supporting potential habitat for federally listed giant garter snake until a BO and incidental take permit has been 

issued by USFWS. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-4b: Secure Take Authorization for Federally Listed Giant Garter Snake and Implement Permit 

Conditions  

(Applicability – Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 5, and Combined Alternatives 1 through 5) 

If a BO is required, no project construction shall proceed until a BO has been issued by the USFWS. The USACE will consult with the USFWS and 

incorporate the BO conditions into the terms and conditions of the DA permits. The Applicant(s) will abide by permit conditions (including conservation and 

minimization measures) intended to be completed before on-site construction. 

Timing: Before the approval of any grading or improvement plans or any ground-disturbing activity within 100 feet of Giant Garter Snake 

habitat as applicable for all project phases. 

Enforcement: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; California Department of Fish and Wildlife; Placer County Planning Department  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact BIO-5: Effects on Valley 

Elderberry Longhorn Beetle 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-5a: Secure Take Authorization for Federally Listed VELB  

(Applicability – No Action) 

No project construction shall proceed in areas supporting habitat for federally listed valley elder berry longhorn beetle until a BO and incidental take permit has 

been issued by USFWS. 

Mitigation Measure BIO-5b: Secure Take Authorization for Federally Listed VELB and Implement Permit Conditions  

(Applicability – Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 5, and Combined Alternatives 1 through 5) 

If a BO is required, no project construction shall proceed until a BO has been issued by the USFWS. The USACE will consult with the USFWS and 

incorporate the BO conditions into the terms and conditions of the DA permits. The Applicant(s) will abide by permit conditions (including conservation and 

minimization measures) intended to be completed before on-site construction. 

Enforcement: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; California Department of Fish and Wildlife; Placer County Planning Department  

Impact BIO-6: Effects on Delta 

Smelt 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact BIO-7: Effects on State 

Special-Status Plant and Wildlife 

Species 

 

NA 

No mitigation is required. 

 

PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

Mitigation described below. 

LTS LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-4: Western Pond Turtle 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 5, and Combined Alternatives 1 through 5)  

Construction shall be designed to avoid impacts to potential habitat for western pond turtle, if feasible. If construction is required in areas of potential habitat, 

then a focused survey for this species shall be conducted prior to approval of engineering plans. The survey is required to determine the presence or absence of 

this species on the properties surveyed. If pond turtles are found on the properties surveyed, locations of these occurrences shall be mapped.  

A detailed mitigation/conservation plan that provides for “no net loss” of individuals of the species or its habitat shall be developed upon confirming the 

presence of this species on the properties surveyed. If this species is not found on the properties surveyed, no further studies are necessary.  

The replacement of western pond turtle habitat required by this measure shall be entirely included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the 

mitigation area includes areas appropriate for western pond turtle. As an alternative to these measures, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading and improvement plans, before any ground-disturbing activities, and during project construction as 

applicable for all project phases. 

Enforcement: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; California Department of Fish and Wildlife; Placer County Planning Departments 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact BIO-8: Effects on 

Protected Raptor Species and 

Other Nesting Birds 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-5: Burrowing Owl 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives)  

When construction is proposed during the burrowing owl breeding season (April- September), a focused survey for burrows shall be conducted within 30 days 

prior to the beginning of construction activities by a qualified biologist in order to identify any active burrows. If active nests are found, no construction 

activities shall take place within 500 feet of the nest until the young have fledged. Burrows that must be removed as a result of Specific Plan implementation 

shall be removed during the non-breeding season (October to March). If no active nests are found during the focused survey, no further mitigation will be 

required.  

If burrows are removed as a result of implementation and there is suitable habitat on-site, on-site passive relocation shall be required. Owls will be encouraged 

to move from occupied burrows to alternate natural or artificial burrows that are beyond 50 meters from the impact zone and that are within or contiguous to a 

minimum of 6.5 acres of foraging habitat for each pair of relocated owls. Relocation of owls should only be implemented during the non-breeding season. 

On-site habitat shall be preserved in a conservation easement and managed to promote burrowing owl use of the site.  

If there is not suitable habitat on-site, off-site passive relocation shall be required. Off-site habitat must provide suitable burrowing owl habitat. Land shall be 

purchased and/or placed in a conservation easement in perpetuity and managed to maintain suitable habitat. Off-site mitigation shall use one of the following 

ratios:  

1. Replacement of occupied habitat with occupied habitat: 1.5 times 6.6 (9.75) acres per pair or single bird.  

2. Replacement of occupied habitat with habitat contiguous to currently occupied habitat: 2 times 6.5 (13.0) acres per pair or single bird.  

3. Replacement of occupied habitat with suitable unoccupied habitat: 3 times 6.5 (19.5) acres per pair or single bird.  

The replacement of burrowing owl habitat required by this measure could be partially or entirely included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that 

the mitigation area includes areas appropriate for burrowing owl.  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-6: Swainson’s Hawk 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives)  

Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat shall be mitigated through implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1. Additionally, the applicant shall be required to 

obtain a CESA take permit for any active nest tree that may be removed as part of any proposed construction under the Specific Plan. Additional mitigation 

measures for the loss of active nest trees shall include the planting of suitable nest trees at a 15:1 ratio on suitable foraging habitat areas within west Placer 

County. 

The replacement of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat required by this measure shall be entirely included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1. As an alternative 

to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts 

covered in the PCCP.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-8: Other Bird Species, including Raptors, Loggerhead shrike and Tricolored blackbird  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives)  

Non Raptor Species: If construction activities are proposed during the tricolored blackbird breeding season (May to August), a focused survey for nesting 

colonies shall be conducted within 30 days prior to the beginning of construction activities by a qualified biologist in order to identify active nests within the 

construction area. If active nests are found, no construction activities shall take place within 500 feet of the nesting colony until the young have fledged. 

Vegetation that must be removed as a result of construction shall be removed during the non-breeding season (September to April). If no active nests are found 

during the focused survey, no further mitigation will be required.  

This measure would ensure that tricolored blackbird nests are avoided when active, so that eggs and young would be protected. Once the blackbirds have fledged 

their nests, the nests can be removed without harm to the birds. As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project 

applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 



1.0 Introduction  

Impact Sciences, Inc. 1.0-36 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Final EIS 

USACE #200601050  July 2014 

Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Raptor Species: When construction is proposed during the raptor breeding season (March to early September), a focused survey for raptor nests shall be 

conducted within 30 days prior to the beginning of construction activities by a qualified biologist in order to identify active nests on-site. If active nests are 

found, no construction activities shall take place within 500 feet of the nest until the young have fledged. Trees containing nests shall be removed during the 

non-breeding season (late September to March). If no active nests are found during the focused survey, no further mitigation will be required. This measure will 

ensure that active nests are not moved or substantially disturbed during the breeding season, so that raptor eggs and young are not destroyed or abandoned as a 

result of construction. As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may participate in the PCCP 

to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading and improvement plans, before any ground-disturbing activities, and during project construction as 

applicable for all project phases. 

Enforcement: U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service; California Department of Fish and Wildlife; Placer County Planning Departments 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact BIO-9: Effects on Special-

Status Bats 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-9: Roosting Bats 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives)  

Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall survey any affected structures for evidence of bat roosts (e.g., bat guano). If roosts are found, they shall be 

removed in April, September, or October in order to avoid the hibernation and maternity seasons. Appropriate exclusion methods will be used, as needed, 

during habitat removal.  

The initial assessment will involve looking for bats or bat signs such as guano, urine staining, and culled food parts, and will identify those specific locations 

that represent potential habitat (i.e., which specific buildings, trees, bridges could support roosting bats). If no potential habitat is identified or no potential 

habitat will be affected (i.e., removed), no further measures are required.  

Bat habitat can be removed with minimal impact to the resident bat population if it is done outside of the hibernation season (November through March) and 

outside of the maternity season (May through August). During the removal period, a roost exit survey shall be conducted prior to habitat removal. If bats are 

detected, standard humane exclusion methods shall be implemented (e.g., placing plastic over roost entrance areas such that bats can exit the roost but not 

return). Exclusion shall be conducted for two nights prior to habitat removal and habitat removal shall occur immediately following implementation of these 

exclusion measures. If there is a delay, then the exclusion measures shall be repeated. During the maternity season (May through August), habitat removal may 

occur following a roost exit survey that confirms no bats are present; however, if bats are detected they may not be excluded until the end of the maternity 

season. During the hibernation season (November through March), bats do not exit the roost, so exit surveys cannot be used to assess presence and removal 

shall be delayed to the end of this time period.  

If bats must be excluded, the project proponent shall work with a qualified biologist to determine if any additional steps (such as installation of alternative roost 

habitat in the form of bat boxes) are appropriate for the particular habitat. Determination of these additional measures will depend on the species present and 

their specific ecological preferences/requirements. Other steps could include improvement of other avoided bat habitat or design of new project elements such as 

bridges to be “bat-friendly.” As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may participate in the 

PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading and improvement plans, ground-disturbing activities, project construction, and during project operation 

as applicable. 

Enforcement: California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Placer County Planning Departments 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact BIO-10: Effects on 

Wildlife Movement 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure BIO-10: Wildlife Movement Protection Policies  

(Applicability –Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

To protect the long-term habitat of the stream channels and the transmission line corridors designated by the Specific Plan as Open Space and their potential 

use by wildlife as movement corridors, the Applicant(s) shall ensure that movement corridors are not obstructed and human intrusion into the corridor is 

minimized. These measures shall include, but not be limited to: the use of either bridges or culverts large enough that wildlife have enough space to pass through 

road crossings without having to travel over the road surface, the implementation of bank stabilization measures, and/or restoration and revegetation of stream 

corridor habitat that has been damaged due to the project’s construction. Furthermore, the recreational trails shall be lined by post and cable fence and signage 

shall be used to direct trail users to stay within the designated trail corridor and discourage access to the riparian habitat by humans and pets. The trails shall be 

closed after dark and exterior lighting on the trail shall be minimized to the extent acceptable to the County. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading and improvement plans, ground-disturbing activities, project construction, and during project operation 

as applicable. 

Enforcement: California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Placer County Planning Departments 

Impact BIO-11: Loss of Riparian 

Habitat 

 

NA 

No mitigation is required. 

 

PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

Mitigation described below. 

LTS LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-12a and 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-12b: Riparian Habitat 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 5, and Combined Alternatives 1 through 5)  

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a Streambed Alteration Agreement shall be obtained from CDFW, pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the California 

Fish and Game Code, for each stream crossing and any other activities affecting the bed, bank, or associated riparian vegetation of the stream. If required, the 

project applicant shall coordinate with CDFW in developing appropriate mitigation, and shall abide by the conditions of any executed agreements. All stream 

crossings shall be performed using a “jack and bore” construction technique, unless otherwise specified by CDFW. Streambed Alteration Agreement measures 

to protect the channel bank of a stream from erosion and related effects of construction shall be included in all related construction contracts. As an alternative 

to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts 

covered in the PCCP. 

For each riparian tree removed, one 15-gallon tree, one depot-40 seedling for each inch, and three 1-gallon shrubs will be planted within existing riparian or 

improved drainage corridors in the Specific Plan Area. The replacement ratios exceed 1:1 in order to ensure that over the long-term the value of new riparian 

habitat equals or exceeds the value of the habitat that was lost. The replacement of riparian trees required by this measure shall be entirely included within 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes areas appropriate for such habitat. 

As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected 

resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading and improvement plans, ground-disturbing activities, project construction, and during project operation 

as applicable. 

Enforcement: California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Placer County Planning Departments 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact BIO-12: Effects on Special 

Status Fish Species 

 

NA 

No mitigation is required. 

 

PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

Mitigation described below. 

LTS LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-30: Fish Habitat  

(Applicability – Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 5, and Combined Alternatives 1 through 5)  

Implement Mitigation Measures 4.4-12a and 4.4-12b. As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project 

applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

A qualified fish biologist shall be present on-site during any dewatering activities at construction sites to minimize impacts to special-status species (i.e., 

prevent stranding of special-status species). Individual fish collected during dewatering shall be identified and released in an uninterrupted waterway adjacent 

to the area of disturbance. As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may participate in the 

PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP.  

Chinook salmon and steelhead resources shall be protected from potential construction-related activities by adherence to a construction window, whereby 

construction activities would be precluded from October 15 through June 15. This window corresponds to the time when both adult and juvenile Chinook 

salmon and steelhead are expected to migrate through the area. Further measures to protect salmon resources include use of Best Management Practices 

(BMPs) to minimize and localize siltation and other water quality impacts and to provide for riparian restoration activities. Such BMPs may include the use of 

cofferdams and other structures during dewatering and construction activities. Water quality monitoring shall also be performed to ensure that state and 

federal water quality standards are met. As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may 

participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

Timing: Before the approval of grading and improvement plans, ground-disturbing activities, project construction, and during project operation 

as applicable. 

Enforcement: California Department of Fish and Wildlife, Placer County Planning Departments 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact BIO-13: Effects on Fish 

Habitat from Water Diversions 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact BIO-14: Indirect Effects to 

Biological Resources from Off-

Site Infrastructure Not 

Constructed as Part of the Project 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is feasible. 

SU SU SU SU SU SU 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Cultural Resources 

Impact CR-1: Possible 

Destruction of or Damage to 

Known Prehistoric and Historic-

Era Cultural Resources during 

Construction 

SU LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure CR-1: Prepare, Execute, and Implement a Programmatic Agreement with Historic Property Management 

Plan and Project-Specific Historic Property Treatment Plans 

(Applicability – Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 5, and Combined Alternatives 1 through 5) 

For all action alternatives that require federal permitting and authorization, the USACE shall satisfy the requirements of Section 106 of the NHPA through the 

development and execution of a PA. The PA shall be prepared and executed (signed) prior to issuance of any federal permit or authorization for any aspect or 

component of the specific plan project. Determination of the project- or phase-specific APE, and the related inventory, evaluation of eligibility, determination of 

effect to historic properties, shall be performed as appropriate prior to permit issuance and any subsequent ground-disturbing work in the APE for any federal 

permitting or authorization of individual development phases. Implementation of treatment measures for identified historic properties may be performed during 

construction and ground-disturbing work provided that no ground-disturbing work is performed in the vicinity of resources subject to adverse effects and 

within an appropriate radius of the resource as determined by the USACE, prior to completion of all treatment measures. The exact radius in which 

construction shall not occur shall be determined based upon the nature of the resource the potential for outlying undiscovered elements of that resource. 

Timing: During all ground-disturbing activities for all project phases. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact CR-2: Potential to Damage 

Undiscovered Historic Properties 

or Human Remains during 

Construction 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Mitigation Measure CR-2: Discovery of Cultural Resources during Construction 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Should any cultural resources, such as structural features, bone or shell, artifacts, human remains, or architectural remains, be encountered during any 

subsurface development activities, work shall be suspended within 100 feet (30 meters) of the find. The Placer County and the USACE staff shall be 

immediately notified. At that time, the County and the USACE shall coordinate any necessary investigation of the site with qualified archaeologists as needed, 

to assess the resource (i.e., whether it is an “historical resource” or a “unique archaeological resource” or a “historic property”) and provide proper management 

recommendations should potential impacts to the resources be found to be significant or adverse. Possible management recommendations for important 

resources could include resource avoidance or, where avoidance is infeasible in light of project design or layout to avoid significant (adverse) effects, data 

recovery excavations. The contractor shall implement any measures deemed feasible and necessary by County and USACE staff, in consultation with the 

archaeologists and California State Historic Preservation Officer, as appropriate, to avoid or minimize significant (adverse) effects to the cultural resources. In 

addition, pursuant to Section 5097.98 or the State Public Resources Code, and Section 7050.5 of the State Health and Safety Code, in the event of the discovery 

of human remains, the County Coroner shall be immediately notified. If the remains are determined to be Native American, guidelines of the Native American 

Heritage Commission shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains. Procedures to be followed will be detailed in the HPMP developed in 

concert with the PA for this project. 

Timing: During all ground-disturbing activities for all project phases. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact CR-3: Indirect Effects on 

Cultural Resources from Off-Site 

Infrastructure Not Constructed as 

Part of the Project 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No authority to implement 

Mitigation Measures CR-1 and 

CR-2. 

NE - Native 

American 

archaeological 

resources 

UK - historic 

sites 

NE - Native 

American 

archaeological 

resources 

UK - historic 

sites 

NE - Native 

American 

archaeologica

l resources 

UK- historic 

sites 

NE - Native 

American 

archaeological 

resources 

UK - historic 

sites 

NE - Native 

American 

archaeological 

resources 

UK- historic 

sites 

NE -Native 

American 

archaeological 

resources 

UK - historic 

sites 

Environmental Justice, Population, and Housing 

Impact EJ-1: Disproportionate 

Adverse Environmental Effects on 

Minority or Low-income 

Populations 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact EJ-2: Impacts to 

Population and Housing 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact EJ-3: Indirect Effects on 

Environmental Justice, 

Population, and Housing from 

Off-Site Infrastructure Not 

Constructed as Part of the Project 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Geology, Soils, and Minerals 

Impact GEO-1: Hazard associated 

with Seismic Ground-shaking 

LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-1a:  Site-Specific Geotechnical Reports 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

New development within the Specific Plan area shall submit a geotechnical report prepared by a California Registered Civil or Geotechnical Engineer to the 

Department of Public Works for review prior to improvement plans approval. The report shall meet all relevant requirements of the most recently adopted 

version of the Uniform Building Code and make recommendations on the following:  

 Road, pavement, and parking area design,  

 Structural foundations, including retaining wall design (if applicable),  

 Grading practices,  

 Erosion/winterization,  

 Special problems discovered on-site (i.e., groundwater, corrosiveness, expansive/unstable soils), and  

 Slope stability.  

If the geotechnical report indicates the presence of critically expansive or other soils problems which, if not corrected, would lead to structural defects, a 

certification of completion of the requirements of the report will be required for subdivisions and other entitlements, prior to issuance of building permits. The 

certification may be completed on a lot-by-lot basis, tract basis, or other defined project basis. This shall also be noted in the covenants, conditions, and 

restrictions and on the information sheet filed with the final subdivision map(s). It shall be the responsibility of the developer to provide for engineering 

inspection and certification that earthwork has been performed in conformity with recommendations contained in the report.  

Timing: During all ground-disturbing activities for all project phases. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact GEO-2: Hazard associated 

with Slope Failure 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

Implement PVSP EIR Mitigation 

Measure 4.5-1a. 

LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) 

Impact GEO-3: Potential 

Structural Damage due to 

Expansive Soils 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

Implement PVSP EIR Mitigation 

Measure 4.5-1a. 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Impact GEO-4: Effect on Mineral 

Resources 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact GEO-5: Indirect Effects 

Associated with Geology, Soils, 

and Minerals from Off-Site 

Infrastructure Not Constructed as 

Part of the Project 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No authority to implement PVSP EIR 

Mitigation Measures 4.5-4a 

through 4.5-4f. 

SU SU SU SU SU SU 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-4a: Erosion Control 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

New development within the Specific Plan area shall prepare and submit to the Department of Public Works a preliminary grading and erosion control 

(winterization)/ground instability plan prepared by a California Registered Civil Engineer. Erosion and ground instability mitigation measures shall include 

conformance to the Uniform Building Code and Placer County grading ordinances. The preliminary grading plan shall include methods to control soil erosion 

and ground instability.  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-4b: Erosion Control 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

A Notice of Intent (NOI) and supporting documents shall be submitted to the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). A Storm Water Pollution 

Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall be prepared for inclusion with the construction plans and for regulation of construction activities. The SWPPP shall include 

Best Management Practices (BMPs) which address source reduction and sediment capture and retention. BMPs shall be developed in accordance with the 

California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook for Construction and New Development/Redevelopment (or 

other similar source).  

Uncemented silty soils are prone to erosion. According to requirements, as set forth in Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act as amended in 1987, and as 

administered by the SWRCB, erosion control measures (appropriate Best Management Practices) shall be implemented during construction which conform to 

the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, Storm Drain Standards, and local standards, consistent with Best Management Practices contained in 

the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook for Construction and New Development/Redevelopment (or 

other similar source).  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-4c: Erosion Control 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The applicant shall prepare and submit improvement plans, specifications and cost estimates (per the requirements of Section II of the Land Development 

Manual [LDM] that are in effect at the time of submittal) to the Department of Public Works for review and approval for each new development phase within 

the Specific Plan. The plans shall show all conditions for each phase, as well as pertinent topographical features both on/and off-site. All existing and proposed 

utilities and easements, on-site and adjacent to the project, that could be affected by planned construction, shall be shown in the plans. All landscaping and 

irrigation facilities within sight distance areas at intersections shall be included in the improvement plans. The applicant shall pay plan check and inspection 

fees. The cost of the above-noted landscape and irrigation facilities shall be included in the estimates used to determine these fees. It shall be the applicant’s 

responsibility to obtain all required agency signatures on the plans and to secure department approvals. If the Design/Site Review process and/or Design 

Review Committee review is required as a condition of approval for the project, said review process shall be completed prior to submittal of improvement plans. 

Record drawings shall be prepared and signed by a California Registered Civil Engineer at the applicant’s expense and shall be submitted to the Department of 

Public Works prior to acceptance by the County of site improvements.  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-4d: Erosion Control 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

All proposed grading, drainage improvements, and vegetation and tree removal shall be shown on the improvement plans and all work shall conform to 

provisions if the Placer County Grading Ordinance (Ref. Article 15.48, formerly Chapter 29, Placer County Code) that are in effect at the time of submittal. No 

grading, clearing, or tree disturbance shall occur until the improvement plans are approved and all temporary construction fencing has been installed and 

inspected by a member of the Design Review Committee. All cut/fill slopes shall be at 2:1 (horizontal:/vertical) unless a soils report supports a steeper slope and 

the Department of Public Works concurs with said recommendation.  

The applicant shall revegetate all disturbed areas. Revegetation undertaken from April 1 to October 1 shall include regular watering to ensure adequate growth. 

A winterization plan shall be provided with project improvement plans. It is the applicant’s responsibility to assure proper installation and maintenance of 

erosion control/winterization during project construction. Where soil stockpiling or borrow areas are to remain for more than one construction season, proper 

erosion control measures shall be applied as specified in the improvement plans/grading plans. Erosion control shall be provided where roadside drainage is off 

of the pavement, to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.  

A letter of credit or cash deposit shall be submitted to the Department of Public Works in the amount of 110 percent of an approved engineer’s estimate for 

winterization and permanent erosion control work prior to improvement plan approval to guarantee protection against erosion and improper grading practices. 

Upon the County’s acceptance of improvements, and satisfactory completion of a one-year maintenance period, unused portions of said deposit shall be refunded 

to the project applicant or authorized agent.  

If, at any time during construction, a field review by County personnel indicates a significant deviation from the proposed grading shown on the improvement 

plans, specifically with regard to slope heights, slope ratios, erosion control, winterization, tree disturbance, and/or pad elevations and configurations, the plans 

shall be reviewed by the Design Review Committee/Department of Public Works for a determination of substantial conformance to the project approvals prior to 

any further work proceeding. Failure of the Design Review Committee/Department of Public Works to make a determination of substantial conformance may 

serve as grounds for appropriate punitive action by the appropriate hearing body, including the revocation of a site-specific project approval in extreme 

circumstances. In determining what constitutes appropriate punitive action in this context, the hearing body shall be guided by the penalty options set forth in 

Article 15.48 and Article 17.62 of the Placer County Code. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-4e: Erosion Control 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas shall be identified prior to any discretionary entitlement and shown on improvement plans and located as far as 

practical from existing dwellings and protected resources in the area.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.5-4f: Erosion Control 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

New development with ground disturbance exceeding 1 acre that is subject to construction stormwater quality permit requirements of the National Pollutant 

Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) program shall obtain such permit from the State Regional Water Quality Control Board (SRWQCB) and shall 

provide to the Department of Public Works evidence of a state-issued Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) number or filing of a Notice of Intent and fees 

prior to start of construction.  

Timing: During all ground-disturbing activities for all project phases. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

Impact HAZ-1: Exposure to Soil 

or Groundwater Contamination 

from Past Uses 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-1: Underground Storage Tank Removal and Remediation 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The two USTs shall be removed and soil samples shall be collected and analyzed. In the event soil or water contamination has occurred above regulatory clean-

up thresholds, remediation shall be performed consistent with State and County regulations. All required remediation shall be completed prior to recordation of 

any final small lot subdivision map on Property #7 (now Properties #4 and #7).  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-3: Destruction of Wells 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Prior to recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property #7 (now Property #4), the open well shall be abandoned/destroyed according to 

California Well Standards, California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and Placer County Environmental Health Services 

requirements. 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measures 4.12-6a: Additional Soil Sampling  

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Additional sampling shall be performed on sites #10-1 and #10-2. If test results show that regulatory clean-up thresholds are exceeded, remediation shall be 

required to meet state and County regulations. All remediation shall be completed prior to recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property #10.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measures 4.12-6b: Additional Soil Sampling  

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Prior to recordation of any final maps on Property #10, unused wells on-site shall be destroyed according to California Well Standards, California Department 

of Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and according to Placer County Division of Environmental Health Services requirements. 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measures 4.12-7a: Additional Soil Sampling  

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Additional sampling shall be performed on sites #11-1 and #11-2. If test results show that levels of concern are exceeded, remediation shall be required to meet 

state and County regulations. All remediation shall be completed prior to recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property #11.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measures 4.12-7b: Additional Soil Sampling  

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Prior to recordation of any final maps on Property #11, unused wells on-site shall be destroyed according to California Well Standards, California Department 

of Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and according to Placer County Division of Environmental Health Services requirements.  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measures 4.12-8: Additional Soil Sampling  

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Disposal of refrigerators, tires, batteries, and similar materials by licensed waste haulers at approved waste disposal facilities shall be completed prior to 

recordation of any final maps on Property #15A (now Property # 22).  

PVSP Mitigation Measure 4.12-9: Additional Soil Sampling  

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives)  

Additional sampling shall be performed on sites #15-1, #15-2, #15-3, #15-4, #15-5, #15-6, #15-7, #15-8, #15-9, #15-10, #15-11, #15-12, and #15-13. If test 

results show that levels of concern or regulatory clean-up thresholds are exceeded, remediation shall be required to meet state and County regulations. All 

remediation shall be completed prior to recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property #15A (now Property # 22). 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-13: Identify and Remediate Septic Systems  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Site-specific evaluation by a California Registered Environmental Assessor II shall be conducted at each identified existing and former dwelling area to identify 

surface indications and locations of septic tanks or cesspools prior to demolition of existing residences. Identified septic tanks shall be destroyed according to 

Placer County Division of Environmental Health criteria prior to recordation of final small lot subdivision map for the affected property.  

Surface conditions shall be evaluated by a California Registered Environmental Assessor II when the dwellings are vacated, and prior to demolition of the 

structures, regarding the possibility of previous site uses which may have included hazardous materials that could have been disposed of in on-site wastewater 

disposal systems.  

Tank or cesspool destruction shall be monitored by a California Registered Environmental Assessor II regarding the likelihood of hazardous materials disposal 

in the systems. Any required remediation work shall be completed in accordance with state and County regulations prior to recordation of final small lot 

subdivision map for the affected property.  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-17: Identify and Remediate Potential Hazardous Contamination 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Prior to submittal of a small lot tentative subdivision map or plans for industrial/commercial development, properties not previously evaluated with a current 

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment may be required to complete a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, as determined by Environmental Health 

Services. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment shall be conducted by a qualified professional. If past commercial uses are disclosed that could have resulted 

in persistent contamination then soil sampling shall be conducted within former commercial areas. In these instances, prior to setting conditions for subdivision 

or industrial/commercial development soil sampling shall be conducted according to guidelines developed by the California Department of Toxic Substances 

Control (DTSC) Phase II Environmental Site Assessment and/or Preliminary Endangerment Assessment with DTSC, or equivalent protocol. Sampling and 

site investigation shall be conducted by a California registered environmental professional, performed with oversight from Placer County Environmental Health 

Services, and with applicable permits.  

As a result of soil investigation, a limited and confined area of contamination may be identified and found to be suitable for simple removal. If this is the case, 

remediation will be required to meet state and County regulations and be completed prior to recordation of the small lot tentative subdivision final map or 

equivalent final Placer County approval for commercial/industrial projects.  

As a result of soil investigation, unconfined and/or widespread residual concentrations of chemicals or other contaminants maybe identified at levels where they 

individually or in combination meet or exceed U.S. EPA, CalEPA Preliminary Remediation Goals, or equivalent screening levels, thereby indicating the need 

for risk assessment. Any indicated Risk Assessment shall be completed prior to improvement plans or equivalent approval. Risk assessments shall include a 

DTSC Preliminary Endangerment Assessment or no further action determination, or equivalent.  

Any remedial action indicated by a risk assessment shall be completed and certified prior to recordation of the small lot tentative subdivision final map or 

equivalent final Placer County approval for commercial/industrial projects. Remediation shall include a DTSC Remedial Action Workplan, or equivalent, and 

can include a range of activities, including restrictions on use, soil excavation, and disposal off-site, or encapsulation in appropriate areas away from sensitive 

receptors in the Specific Plan area.  

Timing: Before approval of grading plans and during construction activities for all project phases. 

Enforcement: Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board; Placer County Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact HAZ-2: Hazards from 

Accidental Release of Hazardous 

Materials or Wastes 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact HAZ-3: Hazard associated 

with Adjacent Natural Gas 

Pipeline 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact HAZ-4: Risk related to 

Use of Recycled Water 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact HAZ-5: Risk of Exposure 

to Electromagnetic Fields from 

Transmission Lines  

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 



1.0 Introduction  

Impact Sciences, Inc. 1.0-56 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Final EIS 

USACE #200601050  July 2014 

Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact HAZ-6: Indirect Effects 

Associated with Hazards and 

Hazardous Materials from Off-

Site Infrastructure Not 

Constructed as Part of the Project 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No authority to implement PVSP EIR 

Mitigation Measures 4.12-21a 

through 4.12-21f. 

SU SU SU SU SU SU 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-21a: Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Any USTs that are encountered during off-site utility line/roadway survey or construction, or wastewater treatment or storage facility construction shall be 

removed and soil samples shall be collected and analyzed. If a UST is subject to UST regulation, then a UST removal permit from Environmental Health 

Services shall be obtained. In the event soil or water contamination has occurred above regulatory clean-up thresholds, remediation shall be performed 

consistent with State and County regulations.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-21b: Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Prior to any utility, roadway, or wastewater treatment or storage facility construction on properties not previously evaluated in a Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessment, a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment shall be conducted by a Registered Environmental Assessor. If contaminant concentrations are found to 

be at or above regulatory clean-up thresholds, the site shall undergo remediation in accordance with state and County standards. 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-21c: Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Any unused well encountered during construction of off-site utilities, roadways, or wastewater treatment and storage facilities shall be destroyed according to 

California Well Standards, California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and local requirements. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-21d: Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Surveys of any structures that are planned for demolition during off-site utility line, roadway, or wastewater treatment or storage facility construction shall be 

conducted by a Certified Asbestos Consultant licensed with the California Department of Occupational Safety and Health to determine if friable Regulated 

Asbestos Containing Materials or non-friable asbestos containing materials are present within the structure demolition areas. Any regulated asbestos materials 

found in the investigated areas shall be removed and disposed of by a California licensed asbestos abatement contractor.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-21e: Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Site-specific evaluation by a California Registered Environmental Assessor II shall be conducted at each identified existing and former dwelling area that may 

be affected by off-site utility line, roadway, or wastewater treatment and storage facility construction to identify surface indications and locations of septic tanks 

or cesspools prior to demolition of existing residences. Identified septic tanks shall be destroyed under permit of either the County Environmental Health 

Services Division or the Public Works Department. Surface conditions shall be evaluated by a California Registered Environmental Assessor II when the 

dwellings are vacated, and prior to demolition of the structures, regarding the possibility of previous site uses which may have included hazardous materials 

that could have been disposed of in on-site wastewater disposal systems. Tank or cesspool destruction shall be monitored by a California Registered 

Environmental Assessor II regarding the likelihood of hazardous materials disposal in the systems. Any required remediation work shall be completed in 

accordance with State and County regulations prior to recordation of final small lot subdivision maps for the affected property.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.12-21f: Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Disposal of auto parts, debris, household waste and similar materials by licensed waste haulers at approved waste disposal facilities shall be completed prior to 

any construction within off-site utility corridors. 

Timing: Before approval of grading plans and during construction activities for all project phases. 

Enforcement: Central Valley Regional Water Quality Control Board; Placer County Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Hydrology and Water Quality 

Impact HYDRO-1: Effect related 

to On- or Off-Site Flood Hazards 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-1a: Site-Specific Drainage  

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

New development applications shall be accompanied by a site-specific project drainage report that is consistent with the approved Master Project Drainage 

Study. The project drainage report shall be reviewed and approved by the Placer County Public Works Department during the Subsequent Conformity Review 

Process and prior to improvement plan approval for new development. The drainage report shall be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall be in 

conformance with the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual and Placer County Code. The project applicant shall be financially responsible for all 

stormwater drainage facility maintenance requirements. The project drainage report shall include, at a minimum, written text addressing existing conditions, 

the effects of project improvements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, potential increases in downstream flows and volumes, proposed on-site 

improvements, and drainage easements, if necessary, to accommodate flows from the site. The drainage report shall demonstrate compliance with all mitigation 

measures included in this Revised Draft EIR.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-1b: Site-Specific Drainage  

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

New development within the Specific Plan area shall reduce post-development stormwater runoff peak flows and volumes to pre-development levels for the 2-, 

10-, 25- and 100-year storm events through the construction of regional retention and detention facilities for the Curry Creek and Steelhead Creek watersheds. 

Retention/detention facilities in the Steelhead Creek watershed shall incorporate gates, as described in the Master Project Drainage Study, to control flows 

during a Sankey Gap spill. A protocol shall be established by Placer County in cooperation with the Sacramento Area Flood Control District for monitoring of 

the Sankey Gap spill and for operation of the gates. Responsibility for the operation and maintenance of the gates shall be assumed by the County Service Area 

that will serve the Specific Plan area. Construction of regional retention and detention facilities shall be prior to or concurrent with the initial development of 

the Specific Plan area. Runoff from development within the Dry Creek watershed shall not be detained or retained. Retention and detention facilities shall be 

designed in accordance with the requirements of the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual that are in effect at the time of submittal, and to the 

satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. Retention and detention facilities shall be designed to be consistent with the Master Project Drainage Study for 

the Specific Plan.  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-1c: Site-Specific Drainage  

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Drainage facilities, for purposes of collecting runoff on individual lots, shall be designed in accordance with the requirements of the Placer County Storm Water 

Management Manual that are in effect at the time of submittal, to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works. These facilities shall be constructed with 

subdivision improvements, and easements provided as required by the Department of Public Works. Maintenance of these facilities shall be provided by a new 

County Service Area (CSA), an expanded CSA #28, or other responsible entity.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-1d: Site-Specific Drainage  

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The location, size, and ownership of any canals in the Specific Plan area shall be described in the project drainage report and shown on improvement plans. The 

Department of Public Works shall be provided with a letter from the agency controlling the canal describing any restrictions, requirements, easements, etc. 

relative to project construction. Said letter shall be provided to the Department of Public Works prior to the approval of improvement plans.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-1e: Site-Specific Drainage  

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

New development in the Specific Plan area within the Dry Creek watershed shall be subject to the one-time payment of drainage improvement and flood control 

fees pursuant to the Dry Creek Watershed Interim Drainage Improvement Ordinance (Ref. Article 15.32, formerly Chapter 4, Subchapter 20, Placer County 

Code). The actual fees to be paid will be those in effect at the time the payment occurs. 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-1f: Site-Specific Drainage  

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

New development in the Specific Plan area within the Dry Creek Watershed shall be subject to payment of annual drainage improvement and flood control fees 

pursuant to the Dry Creek Watershed Interim Drainage Improvement Ordinance (Ref. Article 15.32, formerly Chapter 4, Subchapter 20, Placer County Code). 

The applicant shall cause the subject property to become a participant in the existing Dry Creek Watershed County Service Area for purposes of collecting these 

annual special assessments. 



1.0 Introduction  

Impact Sciences, Inc. 1.0-60 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Final EIS 

USACE #200601050  July 2014 

Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-1g: Site-Specific Drainage  

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

New development shall not alter the post-development mitigated drainage shed boundaries identified in the Master Project Drainage Study in a way that would 

increase the peak flow runoff or runoff volume.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-1h: Site-Specific Drainage  

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Prior to any improvement plan approval (including plans for backbone infrastructure), the Master Project Drainage Study shall be submitted to the Placer 

County Department of Public Works for review and approval. The Master Project Drainage Study shall be in conformance with the requirements of Section 5 

of the Land Development Manual and the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual that are in effect at the time of submittal. The report shall be 

prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall include all drainage elements outlined in this Revised Draft EIR. The drainage facilities shall be designed for 

future, fully developed, unmitigated flows from upstream development. Regional detention and retention basis, regional water quality basins, as well as 

regional drainage channel improvements shall be incorporated with appropriate design information along with appropriate phasing information.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-1i: Site-Specific Drainage  

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

New development in the Specific Plan area within the Steelhead Creek (NEMDC) tributary shall be subject to payment of fair share stormwater volume 

mitigation fees to the County of Sacramento. The current fees range from $325.00 to $629.00 per acre. (Fee Schedule for Zone 11C) and are adjusted annually. 

The actual fees to be paid will be those in effect at the time the payment occurs. Prior to improvement plan approval, the applicant shall provide evidence to the 

Placer County Department of Public Works that the fees have been paid to Sacramento County.  

Timing: Before the approval of each building permit. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact HYDRO-2: Effects 

on Culvert Capacity 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

PVSP Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-2a: Design of Culverts 

(Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

New development applications shall be accompanied by a site-specific project drainage report that is consistent with the approved Master Project Drainage 

Study. The project drainage report shall be reviewed and approved by the Placer County Public Works Department during the Subsequent Conformity Review 

Process and prior to improvement plan approval for new development. The drainage report shall be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall be in 

conformance with the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual and Placer County Code. The project applicant shall be financially responsible for all 

stormwater drainage facility maintenance requirements. The project drainage report shall include, at a minimum, written text addressing existing conditions, 

the effects of project improvements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, potential increases in downstream flows and volumes, proposed on-site 

improvements, and drainage easements, if necessary, to accommodate flows from the site. The drainage report shall demonstrate compliance with all mitigation 

measures included in this Revised Draft EIR and adopted by the Board of Supervisors.  

PVSP Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-2b: Design of Culverts 

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

New development within the Specific Plan area shall upsize any existing undersized culverts within the Specific Plan area conveying increased flows from the 

proposed development. All existing culverts conveying development flow shall be identified with pre- and post-development flow quantities and capacities. All 

culvert analysis (existing and upsized) shall be designed in conformance with the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual to accommodate the 2-, 

10-, 25- and 100-year storms. Flow consideration for debris clogging and sediment transport shall be provided. In addition to the 100-year event, 200-year 

events shall be evaluated for potential impacts to collector roadways, detention pond failure, and other life-safety impacts.  

PVSP Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-3a: Design of Culverts 

(Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

No grading or other disturbance shall occur within the post-project 100-year floodplain limit as identified in the Master Project Drainage Study except, as 

necessary to construct and maintain drainage improvements. The post-project 100- year floodplain shall be designated as a development setback line on 

improvement plans and final subdivision maps unless greater setbacks are required by other mitigation measures or conditions of approval. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-3b: Design of Culverts 

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

New development applications shall be accompanied by a site-specific project drainage report that is consistent with the approved Master Project Drainage 

Study. The project drainage report shall be reviewed and approved by the Placer County Public Works Department during the Subsequent Conformity Review 

Process and prior to improvement plan approval for new development. The drainage report shall be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall be in 

conformance with the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual and Placer County Code. The project applicant shall be financially responsible for all 

stormwater drainage facility maintenance requirements. The project drainage report shall include, at a minimum, written text addressing existing conditions, 

the effects of project improvements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, potential increases in downstream flows and volumes, proposed on-site 

improvements, and drainage easements, if necessary, to accommodate flows from the site. The drainage report shall demonstrate compliance with all mitigation 

measures included in this Revised Draft EIR. 

PVSP Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-3c: Design of Culverts 

(Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

New development applications within the Specific Plan area shall identify the limits of existing and proposed floodplains in the site-specific project drainage 

report. Channel/swale construction and/or improvements with new development shall be designed in accordance with the Placer County Storm Water 

Management Manual and provide sufficient freeboard for the 100-year event and shall be identified with floodplain delineations.  

PVSP Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-3d: Design of Culverts 

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The developer shall construct flood warning devices (e.g., rain gauges, stream gauges with radio transmitters) within floodplains as indicated in the Placer 

County Storm Water Management Manual and Placer County Code. The flood warning devices shall be shown on the improvement plans. 

PVSP Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-3e: Design of Culverts 

(Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The Master Project Drainage Study shall demonstrate that the proposed development will not increase the 100-year floodplain water surface elevation. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-3f: Design of Culverts 

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The low dam, intake structure, pump, and pipeline withdrawing water from Dry Creek shall be removed in its entirety, and the streambed returned to a natural 

condition, at the time irrigation of existing pastureland located within Property Group #5 of the Specific Plan area ceases. Upon removal of the dam, an effective 

combination of erosion and sediment control shall be implemented which may include measures such as covering exposed areas with mulch, temporary seeding, 

soil stabilizers, binders, fiber rolls or blankets, temporary vegetation or permanent seeding. In addition, best management practices (BMPs) shall be 

implemented during construction to reduce or eliminate sedimentation and reduce erosion in result of dam removal activities. BMPs may include sediment 

control practices such as filtration devices and barriers (e.g., fiber rolls, straw bale barriers, and gravel inlet filters) and/or settling devices (e.g., sediment traps 

or basins). BMPs shall be developed in accordance with applicable federal, state, and local agencies. Additionally, the dam removal shall be done in accord with 

all applicable federal, state, and local requirements and/or permit conditions existing at the time of removal. Prior to removal of the structure, a drainage report 

shall be prepared demonstrating that the removal of the structure will not adversely increase flows downstream.  

PVSP Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-11a: Design of Culverts 

(Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Prior to any development pursuant to the Specific Plan within the Dry Creek Drainage Shed, the developer shall submit to the Placer County Department of 

Public Works project-specific drainage reports, calculations and plans addressing up-gradient and project flows within the Dry Creek drainage shed for review 

and approval. Placer County Storm Water Management Manual and the Placer County Code require developments to not cause adverse impacts to upstream 

or downstream properties. 

PVSP Mitigation Measure 4.3.2-11b: Design of Culverts 

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The Master Project Drainage Study and project-specific drainage reports shall design for conveyance of future, fully developed, unmitigated flows from 

upstream development outside of the Specific Plan area.  

Timing: Before the approval of each building permit. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact HYDRO-3: Effects on 

Flood Capacity 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

Implement PVSP EIR Mitigation 

Measure 4.3.2-3a through 4.3.2-3e. 

SU(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

Impact HYDRO-4: Effects from 

Construction within a Floodplain 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact HYDRO-5: Exposure to 

Flood Hazards related to Dam or 

Levee Failure 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact HYDRO-6: Water Quality 

Effects during Construction 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact HYDRO-7: Water Quality 

Effects from Project Occupancy 

and Operation 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1a: Stormwater Management Standards 

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Prior to submission of applications for new development within the Specific Plan area, the precise location and preliminary design of the regional water quality 

detention/sedimentation basins, as described in the Master Project Drainage Study shall be submitted to Placer County for review and approval. This plan shall 

also include the method or methods for funding the long-term maintenance of regional water quality maintenance measures. Finally, the plan shall also include 

sanctions available to enforce the implementation and maintenance of measures, should measures fail or not be maintained over time. 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1b: Stormwater Management Standards 

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Plans for construction of backbone infrastructure shall include construction of regional basins in sequence and location determined by the Master Project 

Drainage Study required by Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1a. 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1c: Stormwater Management Standards 

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Plans for construction of backbone infrastructure shall include SWPP plans prepared in conformance with the requirements of Mitigation Measure 4.5-4b. 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1d: Stormwater Management Standards 

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Prior to improvement plan approval for new development other than that for backbone improvements, each applicant shall include site specific plans for 

accomplishment of long-term reductions in water quality impacts. The applicant shall also propose a method of financing the long-term maintenance of such 

facilities, such as a County Service Area or the expansion of CSA #28, in conformance with Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1a. Such plans shall conform to all 

mitigation measures set forth in this Revised Draft EIR and adopted by the Board of Supervisors. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1e: Stormwater Management Standards 

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

New development shall submit a site-specific BMP plan showing the on-site locations and effectiveness of the BMP facilities proposed for long-term water 

quality impact reduction during the Subsequent Conformity Review process and prior to improvement plan approval. Storm drain inlet cleaning shall occur 

semi-annually (at a minimum) and parking lots shall include the installation of oil/sand/grit separators or as otherwise approved by the Placer County 

Department of Public Works. The plan shall include a method for financing the long-term maintenance of the proposed facilities and BMPs. The plan shall 

conform to the Master Project Drainage Study required by Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1a and the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater 

Best Management Practice Handbook for Construction and New Development/Redevelopment (or other similar source approved by the Department of Public 

Works). BMPs shall reflect improvements in techniques and opportunities made available over time and shall also reflect site-specific limitations. The County 

shall make the final determination as to the appropriate BMPS for each project.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1f: Stormwater Management Standards 

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Storm drainage from all new development impervious surfaces (including roadways) shall be collected and routed through specially designed catch basins, 

vaults, filters, etc. for entrapment of sediment, debris and oils/greases as approved by the Placer County Department of Public Works. Maintenance of these 

facilities shall be provided by the project owners/permittees unless and until a County Service Area is created and said facilities are accepted by the County for 

maintenance. Contractual evidence of a monthly parking lot sweeping and vacuuming and catch basin cleaning program shall be provided to the Placer County 

Department of Public Works upon request. Prior to improvement plan or final subdivision map approval, easements shall be created and offered for dedication 

to the County for maintenance and access to these facilities in anticipation of possible County maintenance. 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1g: Stormwater Management Standards 

 (Applicability - Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

New development (including roadways) within the Specific Plan area shall design water quality treatment facilities (BMPs) such that the treatment of runoff 

occurs, at a minimum, before discharge into any receiving waters, or as otherwise determined by the Placer County Department of Public Works. 

Timing: Before the approval of each building permit. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact HYDRO-8: Effect on 

Groundwater Recharge  

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

Implement PVSP EIR Mitigation 

Measure 4.3.4-1. 

LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) LTS(am) 

Impact HYDRO-9: Effects on 

Groundwater Basin  

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact HYDRO-10: Indirect 

Effects to Hydrology and Water 

Quality from Off-Site 

Infrastructure Not Constructed as 

Part of the Project  

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No authority to implement PVSP EIR 

Mitigation Measures 4.3.4-7a 

through 4.3.4-7c. 

SU SU SU SU SU SU 

Land Use and Planning 

Impact LU-1: Result in 

Incompatible Land Uses 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact LU-2: Physically Divide an 

Established Community 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact LU-3: Conflict with 

General Plan  

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact LU-4: Conflict with 

SACOG Blueprint 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is feasible. 

SU SU  

(Base Plan only) 

SU SU SU SU 

Impact LU-5: Indirect Effects on 

Land Use and Planning from Off-

Site Infrastructure Not 

Constructed as Part of the Project 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Noise 

Impact NOISE-1: Construction 

Noise and Vibration 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.9-3: Construction Noise Reduction 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The hours of operation of noise-producing equipment shall comply with Placer County’s “Standard Construction Noise Condition of Approval.” Effective 

mufflers shall be fitted to gas- and diesel- powered equipment to reduce noise levels as much as possible. 

Timing: During all phases of project construction. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department  

Impact NOISE-2: Noise from Project 

Operations 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.9-2: Commercial Noise Controls 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

When specific uses are proposed, they shall be reviewed for their potential to produce significant noise impacts and, as required, noise studies shall be conducted 

to determine the most effective and practical mitigation measures. Mitigation measures shall be applied to assure that new stationary sources do not exceed 

adopted noise standards. Mitigation measures shall be consistent with the Noise Element of the Placer County General Plan, including use of setbacks, barriers, 

and other standard noise mitigation measures.  

Timing: During design review and before the approval of all plans, where applicable for all project phases. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact NOISE-3: Increase in 

Traffic Noise at Buildout (Year 

2025)  

 

NA 

No mitigation is required. 

 

PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

Mitigation described below. 

LTS LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.9-4: Traffic Noise Attenuation 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Site-specific acoustical analyses shall be conducted when actual roadway design and tentative subdivision map design are proposed and grading is established to 

determine setbacks and any other measures (e.g., berms, site design, location of structures, noise walls/barriers) required to reduce traffic noise to level that meet 

County and Specific Plan noise standards, and Specific Plan design standards. 

Timing: During design review and before the approval of all plans, where applicable for all project phases. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 

Impact NOISE-4: Aviation Noise  

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

SU SU SU SU SU SU(m) 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact NOISE-5: Indirect Effects 

on Noise from Off-Site 

Infrastructure Not Constructed as 

Part of the Project 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No authority to implement PVSP EIR 

Mitigation Measure 4.9-3. 

SU SU SU SU SU SU 

Public Services 

Impact PUB-1: Demand for Law 

Enforcement Services 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.3-1: Funding for Law Enforcement Services 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The staffing ratios contained in Table 4.11-2 shall be maintained for the Specific Plan area. The applicants shall be required to establish a special benefit 

assessment district or other funding mechanism to assure adequate funding for the ongoing maintenance and operation of law enforcement services, with 

funding responsibilities imposed on residential and commercial properties within the Specific Plan area, including the costs for services required to satisfy the 

staffing standards set forth above and General Plan standards now in existence or as later amended. The funding mechanism shall be subject to the prior review 

and approval of Placer County.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.3-2a: Funding for Law Enforcement Services 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The project developer(s) shall comply with Placer County Policy 4.H.4, which requires that all future development either fund or develop law enforcement 

facilities. The project developer(s) shall dedicate land for development of a 19,000-square foot substation prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map. 

Said development shall be consistent with the requirements of the County, the needs of the County Sheriff’s Department and the County Facilities Services 

Department. Compliance with Policy 4.H.4 shall include formation of a County Service Area (CSA), Community Facilities District (CFD), or expansion of 

CSA #28 for the construction of an equipped Sheriff’s substation prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.3-2b: Funding for Law Enforcement Services 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The project developer(s) shall enter into a Development Agreement with Placer County prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map for facilities, 

staffing, and the purchase and scheduled replacement of the number of equipped vehicles needed as determined by the Sheriff in the same frequency and manner 

currently used by the County in its patrol vehicle replacement program. All patrol vehicles shall include the necessary equipment to accomplish the mission of 

the Placer County Sheriff’s Department or as otherwise required by the Sheriff. 

Timing: Before approval of improvement plans for all project phases. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department  

Impact PUB-2: Demand for Fire 

Protection Services 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.2-1: Funding for Fire Protection Services 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The staffing ratios contained in Table 4.11-1 shall be maintained for the Specific Plan area during all phases of development concurrent with demand. The 

applicants shall be required to establish a special benefit assessment district or other funding mechanism to assure adequate funding for the ongoing 

maintenance and operation of fire protection and related services, with funding responsibilities imposed on residential and commercial properties within the 

Specific Plan area, including the costs for services required to satisfy Placer County Fire Department staffing requirements set forth above. The funding 

mechanism shall be subject to the prior review and approval of Placer County, and shall be approved by the affected landowners prior to recordation of the first 

final subdivision map. It shall be maintained until such time as the County determines that property tax revenues are adequate to maintain the required 

staffing. 

Timing: Before approval of improvement plans for all project phases. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact PUB-3: Demand for 

School Facilities 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact PUB-4: Demand for 

Library Services 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.12-1a: Funding for Library Services  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

Formation of a County Service Area (CSA), Community Facilities District (CFD), or expansion of CSA #28, or other financing mechanism acceptable to the 

County shall be required prior to recordation of the first final small lot subdivision map to ensure that immediate funding for adequate library infrastructure 

consistent with County standards is in place. The Specific Plan developers shall enter into a Development Agreement to ensure a fair share contribution to 

adequate library facilities, and that such facilities are available prior to demonstrated need. 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.12-1b: Funding for Library Services  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

Completion of one or more branch libraries to provide a minimum of 0.4 square foot per capita, dedication of land, and stocking with books and other materials 

necessary for a functioning library with a minimum of 2.2 volumes per capita and otherwise meeting the standards of the Auburn-Placer County Library Long-

Range Plan, including any subsequent amendments, shall occur concurrent with demand. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.12-1c: Funding for Library Services  

(Applicability – No Action, Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

Project developers shall be required to establish a special benefit assessment district or other funding mechanism to ensure adequate funding of the Specific 

Plan’s fair share for the ongoing operation and maintenance of library facilities. Such funding mechanism shall be established prior to recordation of the first 

final subdivision map to ensure that immediate funding for adequate library operations and maintenance is in place. 

Timing: Before approval of improvement plans for all project phases. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 

Impact PUB-5: Indirect Effects on 

Public Services from Off-Site 

Infrastructure Not Constructed as 

Part of the Project 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Transportation and Traffic 

Impact TRA-1: Increased Traffic 

at City of Roseville Intersections 

 

NA 

No mitigation is required. 

 

PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

Mitigation described below. 

LTS SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-12: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to Placer County roadway system 

(Applicability – Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 5, and Combined Alternatives 1 through 5) 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a: 

Developers of property within the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area shall be responsible for the project’s fair share of all feasible physical improvements 

necessary and available to reduce the severity of the project’s significant transportation-related impacts, as identified in this traffic analysis, consistent with the 

policies and exceptions set forth in the Transportation and Circulation Element of the 1994 Placer County General Plan as amended. The project’s contribution 

toward such improvements, which the County recognizes will not be sufficient to mitigate all transportation-related impacts to less than significant levels, may 

take any, or some combination, of the following forms:  

1. Construction of roads and related facilities within and adjacent to the boundaries of the Specific Plan area, which may be subject to fee credits and/or 

reimbursement, coordinated by the County, from other fee-paying development projects with respect to roads or other facilities that would also serve 

fee-paying development projects other than Placer Vineyards;  

2. Construction of roads and/or road improvements or other transportation facilities outside the boundaries of the Specific Plan area but within 

unincorporated Placer County, subject in some instances to future reimbursement, coordinated by the County, from other fee-paying development 

projects where the roads or improvements at issue would also serve fee-paying development projects other than Placer Vineyards;  

3. The payment of impact fees to Placer County in amounts that constitute the Specific Plan’s fair share contributions to the construction of 

transportation facilities to be built or improved within unincorporated Placer County, consistent with the County’s CIP;  

4. The payment of impact fees to the South Placer Regional Transportation Authority (SPRTA) in amounts that constitute the Project’s fair share 

contribution to the construction of transportation facilities funded through fees collected by the SPRTA for Tier 1 and/or Tier 2 projects;  

5. The payment of other adopted regional impact fees that would provide improvements to roadways, intersections and/or interchanges that are affected 

by multiple jurisdictions (e.g., Walerga/Fiddyment/Baseline);  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

6. The payment of impact fees to Placer County in amounts that constitute the Specific Plan’s fair share contributions to the construction of 

transportation facilities and/or improvements within the City of Roseville, Sacramento County and/or Sutter County needed in whole or in part 

because of the Specific Plan, to be made available to the City of Roseville, Sacramento County, and/or Sutter County, if and when those jurisdictions 

and Placer County enter into an enforceable agreement consistent with Placer County General Plan Policy 3.A.15(c). At the time of issuance of 

building permits for individual development projects within the Specific Plan area, the County shall collect fair share fee payments for improvements 

or facilities addressed by its CIP as it exists at that time;  

7. Developers of property within the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area shall pay impact fees to Placer County in amounts that constitute the Specific 

Plan’s fair share contributions to the construction of transportation facilities and/or improvements on federal or state highways or freeways needed in 

part because of the Specific Plan, to be made available to Caltrans if and when Caltrans and Placer County enter into an enforceable agreement 

consistent with State law and Placer County General Plan Policy 3.A.15; and  

8. In pursuing a single agreement or multiple agreements with the City of Roseville, Sacramento County, Sutter County, and Caltrans, Placer County 

shall negotiate in good faith with these other jurisdictions to enter into fair and reasonable arrangements with the intention of achieving, within a 

reasonable time period after approval of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, commitments for the provision of adequate fair share mitigation payments 

from the Specific Plan for its out-of-jurisdiction traffic impacts and its impacts on federal and state freeways and highways.  

Timing: Before approval of the first subdivision map. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 

Impact TRA-2: Increased Traffic 

at Placer County Intersections and 

Roadway Segments 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-13a: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to Placer County intersections 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-13b: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to Placer County intersections 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share toward the following improvements:  

i. A third northbound and southbound through lane, a second eastbound and westbound through lane, a second northbound, an eastbound and 

westbound left turn lane and a free eastbound right turn lane to improve the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE Road to LOS “F” (V/C 1.19 ) in 

the PM peak hour.  

ii. A third northbound and southbound through lane to improve the intersection of Walerga Road and Town Center Drive to LOS “B” (V/C ratio 0.61) 

in the AM peak hour and LOS “C” (V/C 0.73) in the PM peak hour  

iii. Conversion of the northbound right turn lane into a free right turn lane to improve the intersection of Watt Avenue and Dyer Lane to LOS “E” 

(V/C 0.94) in the AM peak hour and LOS “F” (V/C 1.03) in the PM peak hour.  

iv. Convert the northbound right turn lane into a free right turn lane to improve the intersection of East Dyer Lane and Baseline Road to LOS “E” 

(V/C 0.92) in the AM peak hour.  

Timing: Before approval of the first subdivision map. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 

Impact TRA-3: Increased Traffic 

at Sacramento County Roadway 

Segments 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-15a: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to Sacramento County roadway segments 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-15b: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to Sacramento County roadway segments 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share toward the following improvements in Sacramento County: 

1. Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from the Placer County line to Antelope Road, to reduce the V/C from 1.75 to 1.17 (LOS “F”). 

2. Widen Watt Avenue to eight lanes from Antelope Road to Elkhorn Blvd, to provide LOS “E.” 

3. Widen Sorento Road to four lanes from the Placer County line to Elverta Road, to provide LOS “A.” 

4. Widen Elwyn Avenue to four lanes from the Placer County line to Elverta Road, to provide LOS “A.” 

5. Widen 16th Street to four lanes from the Placer County line to Elverta Road, to provide LOS “B.” 

6. Widen Dry Creek Road to four lanes from the U Street to Ascot Avenue, to provide LOS “C.” 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 6.7-15a: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to Watt Avenue  

(Applicability – Blueprint scenario; Alternatives A through D) 

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, construct Watt Avenue to eight lanes (or a one-way couplet) from Antelope Road to Don Julio Boulevard, to 

provide LOS “D” (V/C 0.90). 

Timing: Before approval of the first subdivision map. 

Enforcement: Sacramento County Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact TRA-4: Increased Traffic at 

Sacramento County Intersections 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-16a: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to Sacramento County intersections 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-16b: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to Sacramento County intersections 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.  

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share toward the following improvements in Sacramento County:  

1. Construct a second left turn lane on the eastbound approach to improve the intersection of Sorento Road and Elverta Road to LOS “F” conditions 

(V/C 1.11) during the AM peak hour.  

2. Construct a second left turn lane on the eastbound approach to improve the intersection of Elwyn Avenue and Elverta Road to LOS “E” conditions 

(V/C 0.94) during the PM peak hour.  

3. Construct a second left turn lane on the eastbound approach to improve the intersection of Palladay Road and Elverta Road to LOS “F” conditions 

(V/C 1.07) during the PM peak hour.  

4. Construct a second through lane on the northbound and southbound approaches, and a right turn lane on the eastbound and westbound approaches to 

improve the intersection of 16th Street and Elverta Road to LOS “B” conditions (V/C 0.66) during the AM peak hour and to LOS “C” conditions 

(V/C 0.77) during the PM peak hour.  

5. Construct a third through lane on the eastbound and westbound approaches at the Watt Avenue and Elverta Road intersection to provide LOS “F” 

conditions (V/C 1.11) during the PM peak hour.  

6. Construct a third through lane on the northbound and southbound approaches at the Walerga Road and Elverta Road intersection to provide LOS “F” 

conditions (V/C 1.16) during the AM peak hour.  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

7. Construct a third through lane on the northbound and southbound approaches, and second left turn lane on the westbound approach at the Watt 

Avenue and Antelope Road intersection to provide LOS “C” (V/C 0.80) conditions during the PM peak hour.  

8. Construct a second through lane on the northbound approach at the Dry Creek Road and Elkhorn Boulevard intersection to provide LOS “E” 

conditions (V/C 0.99) during the PM peak hour.  

9. Construct a fourth through lane on the northbound and southbound approaches at the Watt Avenue and Elkhorn Boulevard intersection to provide 

LOS “E” (V/C 0.94) in the AM peak hour and LOS “F” conditions (V/C 1.14) during the PM peak hour.  

10. Construct a second left turn lane and a second right turn lane on the westbound approach at the Walerga Road and Elkhorn Boulevard intersection to 

provide LOS “E” conditions (V/C 0.94) during the PM peak hour.  

11. Construct a third through lane on the northbound approach and a second westbound right turn lane at the Watt Avenue and Air Base Drive 

intersection to provide LOS “E” conditions (V/C 0.91) during the PM peak hour.  

12. Construct a second left turn lane on the westbound approach at the Watt Avenue and Roseville Road intersection to provide LOS “F” conditions (V/C 

1.24) during the PM peak hour.  

Timing: Before approval of the first subdivision map. 

Enforcement: Sacramento County Planning Department; Placer County Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact TRA-5: Increased Traffic 

along Sutter County Roadway 

Segments 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-17a: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to Sutter County roadway segments 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-17b: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to Sutter County roadway segments 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share toward the following improvements in Sutter County: 

1. Widen Pleasant Grove Road to four lanes from Riego Road to the Sacramento County line.  

Timing: Before approval of the first subdivision map. 

Enforcement: Sutter County Planning Department; Placer County Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact TRA-6: Increased Traffic 

at Sutter County Intersections 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-18a: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to Sutter County intersections 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-18b: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to Sutter County intersections 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share toward the following improvements in Sutter County:  

i. Construct a second left turn lane on the southbound approach, to improve the intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (North) and Riego Road to LOS 

“D” (VC ratio 0.83) in the AM peak LOS “D” conditions (V/C 0.87) in the PM peak.  

ii. Construct a second left turn lane on the northbound and westbound approaches, to improve the intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (South) and Riego 

Road to LOS “C” (VC ratio 0.78) in the AM peak LOS “D” conditions (V/C 0.87) in the PM peak.  

Timing: Before approval of the first subdivision map. 

Enforcement: Sutter County Planning Department; Placer County Planning Department 

Impact TRA-7: Increased Traffic 

at City of Roseville Intersections 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measures 4.7-14a: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to City of Roseville intersections  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measures 4.7-14b: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to City of Roseville intersections  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share toward construction of a third southbound and northbound 

through lanes to the intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road to improve operations from LOS “E” to LOS “D.” 4.7-14c Consistent with Mitigation 

Measure 4.7-2a, participate in the City of Roseville ITS/TDM program on a fair share basis as determined by the County in consultation with the City of 

Roseville. 

Timing: Before approval of the first subdivision map. 

Enforcement: City of Roseville Planning Department; Placer County Planning Department 

Impact TRA-8: Increased Traffic 

on State Highway Segments 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-19a: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to state highway segments 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-19b: Pay fair share of the cost of improvements to state highway segments 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share toward the following improvements on State highway. 

1. Widen Hwy 70/99 to six lanes from Riego Road to Elkhorn Boulevard. 

2. Widen Hwy 65 to six lanes from Blue Oak Boulevard to Galleria Boulevard. 

3. Widen Interstate 80 to 12 lanes from Longview Drive to Watt Avenue. 

4. Widen Interstate 80 to 10 lanes from Antelope Road to Douglas Boulevard. 

5. Consider construction of additional lanes on Interstate 80 from Auburn Boulevard to Madison Avenue or other improvements. 

Timing: Before approval of the first subdivision map. 

Enforcement: Caltrans; Placer County Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact TRA-9: Increased Demand 

for Local Transit Service 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-10a: Transit Funding 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

A Community Service Area (CSA) shall be established to fund the cost of transit services listed in this section, and any related capital costs for buses, passenger 

amenities, and facilities. 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-10b: Bus Shelters 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Bus shelters shall be placed along major roadways at 0.5-mile intervals serving Medium-Density, High-Density, Commercial and Office land use designations.  

Timing: Before approval of the first subdivision map. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 

Impact TRA-10: Increased 

Demand for Local Bicycle 

Facilities  

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact TRA-11: Impact to the 

Riego Road Railroad Crossing  

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact TRA-12: Construction 

Impacts 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.7-1: Construction Traffic Management Plan 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Prepare and implement construction traffic management plans for on-site and off-site construction activities for all development projects, including 

coordination with appropriate agencies, and implement a community relations program during construction period. The purpose of the construction traffic 

management plan is to minimize adverse Level of Service or neighborhood traffic impacts during the various phases of construction.  

Timing: Before approval of the first subdivision map. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 

Impact TRA-13: Indirect Effects 

on Transportation and Traffic 

from Off-Site Infrastructure Not 

Constructed as Part of the Project  

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Utilities  

Impact UTIL-1: Availability of 

Potable Water Supplies to Meet 

Demand 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.7-1a: Water Supply 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Prior to approval of any small lot tentative subdivision map for a proposed residential project of more than 500 dwelling units, the County shall comply with 

Government Code Section 66473.7. Prior to approval of any small lot tentative subdivision map for a proposed residential project of 500 or fewer units, the 

County need not comply with Section 66473.7, or formally consult with PCWA or other public water system, but shall nevertheless make a factual showing or 

impose conditions similar to those required by Section 66473.7 in order to ensure an adequate water supply for development authorized by the map. Prior to 

recordation of any final small lot subdivision map, or prior to County approval of any similar project-specific discretionary approval or entitlement required for 

nonresidential uses, the applicant shall demonstrate the availability of a long-term, reliable water supply from a public water system for the amount of 

development that would be authorized by the final subdivision map or project-specific discretionary nonresidential approval or entitlement. Such a 

demonstration shall consist of a written certification from the water service provider that either existing sources are available or that needed improvements will 

be in place prior to occupancy.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.7-1b: Conservation Strategies  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The Specific Plan proponents shall, comply with PCWA water conservation strategies as described in PCWA’s Urban Water Management Plan.  
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.7-1c: Conveyance Capacity 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Prior to approval of any small lot tentative subdivision map or similar project level discretionary approval for land uses that do not require a tentative 

subdivision map, the Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) shall perform an analysis of the remaining wheeling capacity in the City of Roseville’s system. 

This analysis shall consider all of the previously committed demand to Morgan Creek, Placer Vineyards, Regional University or other projects within southwest 

Placer County that rely on water conveyed through City of Roseville facilities and/or pursuant to the wheeling agreement between the City of Roseville and 

PCWA, as amended from time to time. The analysis shall be submitted to both the County and the City of Roseville. The County shall confirm with PCWA that 

uncommitted capacity remains to wheel the required amount of PCWA-supplied water to the Specific Plan area prior to approval of discretionary actions. In the 

event sufficient uncommitted capacity does not exist, the County shall not grant the proposed tentative subdivision map or other project level discretionary 

approval until the County determines that a water supply not dependent on water from PCWA that is wheeled thru the Roseville system becomes available for 

the area at issue. 

Timing: Before approval of the first subdivision map. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 

Impact UTIL-2: Availability of 

Recycled Water Supplies to Meet 

Demand 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

Impact UTIL-3: Capacity of Water 

Treatment and Supply Facilities 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.6-2a: Capacity Verification 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Commitments from the wastewater treatment provider to receive anticipated flows from the Specific Plan area at the DCWWTP and/or the SRWTP shall be 

secured by Placer County prior to County approval of improvement plans for wastewater collection and transmission infrastructure. The County shall comply 

with General Plan Policy 4.D.2, which requires written certification from the service provider that either existing services are available or needed improvements 

will be made prior to occupancy to meet wastewater demands of the Specific Plan area.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.6-2b: Financial Participation 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Specific Plan proponents shall participate financially through connection fees and other financial mechanisms in the construction of additional wastewater 

treatment capacity sufficient to accommodate projected flows and treatment at the DCWWTP and/or the SRWTP. In addition, Specific Plan proponents shall 

prepare, or shall provide a fair share contribution toward the preparation of any additional CEQA analysis that may be required for plant modifications and/or 

expansions.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.6-2c: Discharge Permits  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

For each increment of new development within the Specific Plan area, the County shall confirm that all necessary permits (e.g., NPDES) are in place for either 

the DCWWTP or the SRWTP to discharge additional treated effluent in the amounts associated with the new development. This shall include a determination 

that development timing will not impede other development for which entitlements have been issued. The requirement for such a showing shall be made a 

condition of any small lot tentative map approval associated with the new development and shall be verified by the County prior to recordation any final map 

associated with the new development. Where no small lot tentative map and final map are required prior to non-residential development having the potential to 

increase wastewater flows, the requirement for such verification, to be demonstrated no later than the time of issuance of building permits, shall be made a 

condition of approval of project-level discretionary approvals analogous to issuance of small-lot tentative maps. 

Timing: Before approval of the first subdivision map. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact UTIL-4: Increased 

Demand for Solid Waste Services 

SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) SU(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.5-1a: Construction Debris 

 (Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Contractors shall be required to provide on-site separation of construction debris to assure a minimum 50 percent diversion of this material from the landfill.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.5-1b: Fair Share Payment for Expansion of Solid Waste Facilities 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Projects in the Specific Plan area shall contribute a fair share amount toward expansion of the MRF (including accommodation of a greenwaste program for 

Placer Vineyards) and landfill to the Western Placer Waste Management Authority. A mechanism for ensuring that this is implemented shall be described in 

the Development Agreement for the Specific Plan.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.5-1c: Greenwaste Program  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

A source-separated greenwaste program shall be implemented within the Specific Plan area, subject to review and approval by the Western Placer Waste 

management Authority. 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.5-2d: Recycling Centers  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The Specific Plan proponents shall present a plan for County approval that meets the requirements of Placer County Code Section 8.16.080. The plan shall 

ensure the development and continuous operation and maintenance of recycling centers within the Specific Plan area. Recycling centers shall accept all types of 

recyclable waste, shall be fenced and screened from view, and shall be located in commercial or industrial areas dispersed throughout the Specific Plan area. The 

first recycling center shall be established upon issuance of the 1500th residential building permit. 

Timing: Before approval of the first subdivision map. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact UTIL-5: Increased 

Demand for Electricity, Natural 

Gas, and Telecommunications 

LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) LTS(m) 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.10-1a: Infrastructure Capacity 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

The Specific Plan applicants and subsequent developers shall work closely with PG&E and SMUD to ensure that development of electrical and natural gas 

infrastructure with the capacity to service the entire Specific Plan area is located and provided concurrently with roadway construction and in accordance with 

PUC regulations. The applicant(s) shall grant all necessary easements for installation of electrical and natural gas facilities, including utility easements along 

existing and future on-site major arterial roads for the development of area-wide utility corridors. Coordination with SMUD and/or PG&E shall occur, and any 

required agreements shall be established prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map. 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.11.5-1b: Energy Efficiency Measures 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives) 

Projects in the Specific Plan area shall contribute a fair share amount toward expansion of the MRF (including accommodation of a greenwaste program for 

Placer Vineyards) and landfill to the Western Placer Waste Management Authority. A mechanism for ensuring that this is implemented shall be described in 

the Development Agreement for the Specific Plan. 

Timing: Before approval of the first subdivision map. 

Enforcement: Placer County Planning Department 
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Resource Topic/Impact 

No Action  

(NA) 

Proposed Action 

(PA) 

Alternative 1 

(A1) 

Alternative 2 

(A2) 

Alternative 3/4 

(A3/A4) 

Alternative 5 

(A5) 

Impact UTIL-6: Indirect Effects on 

Utilities from Off-Site 

Infrastructure Not Constructed as 

Part of the Project 

 

NA, PA, A1, A2, A3, A4, A5 

No mitigation is required. 

LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS LTS 

    

Significant effects that cannot be reduced to less than significant are indicated in bold 

 

NE: No effect 

LTS: Less than significant, no mitigation 

LTS(m): Less than significant after mitigation 

LTS(am): Less than significant, additional mitigation applied 

SU: Significant effect, no mitigation feasible 

SU(m): Significant residual effect after mitigation 
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2.0 COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT EIS AND  

RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 

2.1 INTRODUCTION 

As described in Chapter 1.0, Introduction, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (USACE) received 

comments from agencies, organizations, and members of the public Draft Environmental Impact 

Statement (Draft EIS). All comments on the Draft EIS received from the public and agencies have been 

numbered, and the numbers assigned to each comment are indicated on the written communications that 

follow. All agencies and organizations who commented on the Draft EIS are listed in Table 2.0-1, Index 

to Comments, below. Those comments and the USACE’s responses to those comments are also included 

in this chapter. 

 

Table 2.0-1 

Index to Comments 

 

Comment Letter Letter Date Agency/Individuals 

Federal Agencies 

A June 10, 2013 U.S. Environmental Protection Agency  

Angeles Herrera 

Organizations and Individuals 

B May 29, 2013 Harry Schaedler, Real Estate Broker 

C June 10, 2013 Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP  

R. Clark Morrison on behalf of Placer Vineyards Development Group LLC 

D June 10, 2013 Kassouni Law  

Timothy V. Kassouni on behalf of Hodel Family Enterprises, L.P.  

E June 10, 2013 Sierra Club/Sierra Foothills Audubon Society 

Terry Davis and Ed Pandolfino 

F June 17, 2013 Miwok Maidu United Auburn Indian Community 

Gene Whitehouse 

 

2.2 RESPONSES TO INDIVIDUAL COMMENTS 

This chapter contains the comment letters received on the April 2013 Draft EIS for the Placer Vineyards 

Specific Plan. Following each comment letter are responses to individual comments. It is recommended 

that reviewers use the index to comments presented above to locate comments from specific agencies or 

persons and the responses to those comments. 

2.0-1
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James Robb 

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION IX 

75 Hawthorne Street 
San Francisco, CA 94105 

JUN 1 0 2013 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
1325 J Street, Room 1350 
Sacramento, California 95814-2922 

Subject: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, Placer County, 
California (CEQ# 20130100) 

Dear Mr. Robb: 

The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) has reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement (DEIS) for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan pmsuant to the National Environmental Policy 
Act, Council on Environmental Quality regulations ( 40 CFR Parts 1500-1508),. and Section 309 of the 
Clean Air Act. We appreciate efforts by the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers (Corps) to coordinate with 
our agency throughout the environmental review process. 

In response to Public Notice 199900737, issued for this project on March 13, 2007, EPA initiated the 
404(q) elevation process by submitting "3a" and "3b" letters on May 1, 2007 and May 31, 2007, 
respectively, dueto concems over potential impacts to Aquatic Resources of National Importance. We 
provided comments on the Administrative DEIS (ADEIS) on August 12, 2012. As requested in EPA's 
comments on the ADEIS, the Corps included information in the DEIS on cumulative air impacts from 
other reasonably foreseeable projects within the Sacramento Valley Air Basin. The disclosure of 
quantitative measures of cumulative air impacts (to the degree that information is available) enables a 
better understanding of long term health impacts, and facilitates stronger mitigation planning. Given the 
many planned development projects in the region, mitigation will be a challenge, and we encourage 
coordination with the air districts on this matter. 

According to the DEIS, the Proposed Action would directly impact approximately 119.3 acres of Waters 
of the U.S., including 27.7 acres of vernal pools. Impacts from the Proposed Action, combined with 
cumulative impacts, would total more than half the acreage impacted from 1990-2010 in the study area 
(western Placer County, northern portion of Sacramento County, and western portion of Sutter County). 
In the DEIS, the Corps considers the loss and degradation of functions and services of Waters of the 
U.S. to be a potentially significant impact, since the applicants have not provided a mitigation strategy 
that complies with Clean Water Act regulations. Given the extreme historical losses of vernal pools and 
other Waters of the U.S. in California, the EPA agrees that the level of degradation that could occur in 
the absence of adequate mitigation would be significant and should be avoided. 

We have rated the DEIS as Environmental Objections- Insufficient Information (E0-2) (see enclosed 
EPA Rating Definitions) based on significant impacts to aquatic resources and the potential inability of 
any of the action alternatives to both comply with the 2008 Compensatory Mitigation Rule and achieve 
no net loss of wetland functions. Please find our detailed comments attached, which provide 
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recommendations to address these issues as well as our concerns with: (1) project need and range of 
alternatives, (2) impacts to air quality, (3) flooding risk, ( 4) scope of the hazardous materials assessment, 
(5) disclosure of potential long-term benefits of "smart growth" development, and (6) opportunities to 
create a more environmentally sustainable project. 

We appreciate the opportunity to review this DEIS, and are available to discuss our comments. If you 
have any questions, please contact Jen Blonn, the lead reviewer for this project. Ms. Blonn can be 
reached at 415-972-3855 or blonn.jennifer@l.tllgov~ ~~' 

Enclosures: 
Summary of the EPA Rating System 
EPA Detailed Comments 

Cc via email: 

Since~rly; . 

·fJ Lt'L. 
ingel s Strrera, Associate Director 
Communities and Ecosystems Division 

Mike McKeever, Sacramento Area Council of Governments 

2 



SUMMARY OF EPA RATING DEFINITIONS*

This rating system was developed as a means to summarize the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s
(EPA) level of concern with a proposed action. The ratings are a combination of alphabetical categories for
evaluation of the environmental impacts of the proposal and numerical categories for evaluation of the
adequacy of the Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF THE ACTION

“LO” (Lack of Objections)
The EPA review has not identified any potential environmental impacts requiring substantive changes to the
proposal. The review may have disclosed opportunities for application of mitigation measures that could be
accomplished with no more than minor changes to the proposal.

“EC” (Environmental Concerns)
The EPA review has identified environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to fully protect the
environment. Corrective measures may require changes to the preferred alternative or application of
mitigation measures that can reduce the environmental impact. EPA would like to work with the lead agency
to reduce these impacts.

“EO” (Environmental Objections)
The EPA review has identified significant environmental impacts that should be avoided in order to provide
adequate protection for the environment. Corrective measures may require substantial changes to the
preferred alternative or consideration of some other project alternative (including the no action alternative or
a new alternative). EPA intends to work with the lead agency to reduce these impacts.

“EU” (Environmentally Unsatisfactory)
The EPA review has identified adverse environmental impacts that are of sufficient magnitude that they are
unsatisfactory from the standpoint of public health or welfare or environmental quality. EPA intends to work
with the lead agency to reduce these impacts. If the potentially unsatisfactory impacts are not corrected at the
final EIS stage, this proposal will be recommended for referral to the Council on Environmental Quality
(CEQ).

ADEQUACY OF THE IMPACT STATEMENT

Category “1” (Adequate)
EPA believes the draft EIS adequately sets forth the environmental impact(s) of the preferred alternative and
those of the alternatives reasonably available to the project or action. No further analysis or data collection is
necessary, but the reviewer may suggest the addition of clarifying language or information.

Category “2” (Insufficient Information)
The draft EIS does not contain sufficient information for EPA to fully assess environmental impacts that should
be avoided in order to fully protect the environment, or the EPA reviewer has identified new reasonably
available alternatives that are within the spectrum of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which could reduce
the environmental impacts of the action. The identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussion
should be included in the final EIS.

Category “3” (Inadequate)
EPA does not believe that the draft EIS adequately assesses potentially significant environmental impacts of the
action, or the EPA reviewer has identified new, reasonably available alternatives that are outside of the spectrum
of alternatives analyzed in the draft EIS, which should be analyzed in order to reduce the potentially significant
environmental impacts. EPA believes that the identified additional information, data, analyses, or discussions
are of such a magnitude that they should have full public review at a draft stage. EPA does not believe that the
draft EIS is adequate for the purposes of the NEPA and/or Section 309 review, and thus should be formally
revised and made available for public comment in a supplemental or revised draft EIS. On the basis of the
potential significant impacts involved, this proposal could be a candidate for referral to the CEQ.

*From EPA Manual 1640, Policy and Procedures for the Review of Federal Actions Impacting the Environment.
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U.S. EPA DETAILED COMMENTS ON THE DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT FOR 
THE' PLACER VINEYARDS SPECIFIC PLAN, PLACER COUNTY, CALIFORNIA, JUNE 10,2013 

Waters of the U.S. (WUS) 
The Proposed Action would directly impact approximately 119.3 acres of WUS, including 27.7 
acres of vema! pools (page 3.4-34). Impacts from the Proposed Action, combined with 
cumulative impacts, would total approximately 242.03 acres of impacts to WUS, which is greater 
than half the acreage impacted from 1990-2010 in the study area (westem Placer County, 
northem portion of Sacramento County, and western portion of Sutter County; impact data from 
pages 3.4-34, 4.0-16, and 4.0-17). Such further degradation of the aquatic environment would 
warrant substantial mitigation. 

The proposed project is located within an area planned for development under the draft Placer 
County Conservation Plan (PCCP). EPA strongly supports the development of the PCCP; 
however, we also recognize the uncertainty regarding whether the PCCP will come to fruition. 
We appreciate the analysis in the DEIS of ways in which the project could potentially align with 
the PCCP, and we believe that the best mitigation would come about as the result of the project 
fulfilling its compensation and preservation requirements under the auspices of the PCCP. 
However, since the PCCP is not approved, we believe the Corps must evaluate the proposed 
development in the context of a stand-alone project. 

EPA fully recognizes the biological benefits of large, continuous, natural areas, as discussed 
within the proposed mitigation strategy. As a stand-alone project, the mitigation must comply 
with the 2008 Compensatory Mitigation Rule, and should be consistent with the South Pacific 
Division's Standard Operating Procedures (SOP) for establishing mitigation ratios. The DEIS 
states that, based on the Corps' evaluation, the applicants' proposed mitigation strategy would 
not adequately mitigate impacts and would result in a net loss of wetland area and function (page 
3.4-39). The Corps would require a revised mitigation strategy and incorporate final mitigation 
requirements into permit conditions (Mitigation Measure Bio-1). EPA agrees with the Corps' 
determination that the currently proposed mitigation strategy is inadequate. We also believe, 
however, that the DEIS should have documented the availability of appropriate mitigation for 
this project and provided more details on a mitigation strategy that would comply with the 
applicable regulations. Without such information at this stage in the project, EPA is unable to 
evaluate compliance with the 404(b)(1) Guidelines. 

We are available to assist the Corps and the project proponents in determining compliance with 
the 404(b)(l) Guidelines, including the Mitigation Rule. For further coordination on issues 
pertaining to 404 permitting and WUS, please contact Paul Jones, EPA Wetlands Office, at (415) 
972-3470 or jones.paul@epa.gov. 

Recommendations for the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS): 
• Ensure that the preferred alternative avoids and minimizes impacts to WUS to the 

greatest extent practicable through avoidance measures, such as those included in 
Alternatives 1 through 5. 

• Provide more detailed information on where and how the applicants would meet their 
mitigation requirements under both PCCP and "stand-alone" conditions. The FEIS 
should examine whether sufficient compensatory mitigation and preservation lands 

1 
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are available to offset impacts. It is unclear what is available and practicable to the 
applicants absent an approved regional conservation strategy such as the PCCP. 

• Provide details on proposed ratios and types of mitigation. Ensure that mitigation 
ratios are consistent with the SOP, and that mitigation ratios proposed under the draft 
PCCP are not relied upon before the PCCP is approved. 

• Revise Table 4.0-2 so that it includes a column for total mitigation without 
preservation. The current total mitigation column is misleading because it includes 
preservation acres, which primarily fulfill requirements from U.S. Fish and Wildlife 
Service Biological Opinions under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act, and are 
not mitigation for impacts to WUS. 

• To the extent possible, include stream setbacks consistent with the draft PCCP in 
order Lo minimize secondary impacts. This would have the added benefit of 
increasing integration with PCCP mitigation requirements. We recommend including 
in the FEIS a discussion of the best management plans and low impact development 
options that would be employed to minimize impacts and maintain water quality. 

Project Need 
Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in construction of 14,132 to 21,631 
residential units. This increase in housing would fulfill 86% to 131% of Sacramento Area 
Council of Government's (SACOG) housing needs projection through the year 2035 (page 3.7-
8). Information on other reasonably foreseeable development projects in the cumulative impacts 
study area is provided in Section 4.2.4, and demonstrates that numerous other residential units 
are planned. The outstanding need for the full number of housing units proposed under this 
project does not appear to be documented in the DEIS. 

Recommendation for the FEIS: 
Augment section 1.4 (Project Need) to provide data on outstanding housing needs in the 
project vicinity. Please include a total estimate of planned housing units in the study area 
and compare it to SACOG's housing needs forecast. 

Range of Alternatives 
The DEIS includes a Proposed Action, a No Action Alternative, and Alternatives 1 through 5. 
Alternatives 1 through 5 are modified versions of the Proposed Action, and they have smaller 
footprints to avoid additional WUS. The Proposed Action includes a lower-density (Base Plan) 
and a higher-density (Blueprint) development scenario, and both scenarios share the same 
footprint. "The number of units that would be built under Alternatives 1 through 5 would be the 
same as the Proposed Action .. .. l TJo the extent that the number of units to be built on a property 
would be reduced due to the revised footprint, the same number of units would be built on 
another property by increasing the density ... [T]he total number of units for the [Placer Vineyard 
Specific Plan] as a whole would still remain 14,132 (or 21,634 units if Alternatives 1 through 5 
are combined with the Blueprint scenario)" (page 2.0-49). 

An option that combines Alternatives 1 through 5 is introduced on page 2.0-47 and would avoid 
filling 9.2 acres of wetlands relative to the Proposed Action (page 2.0-47). This option, however, 
is not assessed for all impact categories. It is unclear whether the combination of Alternatives 1 
through 5 is considered to be a reasonable alternative, and it does not appear to be included in the 
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404(b)(l) Alternatives Analysis (Appendix 3.4). Further, page 3.11-20 indicates that an option 
that combines Alternatives 1 though 5 is only considered under the Base Plan scenario. It is 
unclear whether the Blueprint scenario could be viable for an alternative that combines 
Alternatives 1 though 5 (or a subset thereof) in order to minimize impacts to WUS and still align 
the project with the Regional Blueprint Plan. 

Recommendations for the FEIS: 
• Either ensure that "combined Alternatives 1 through 5" (with Base Plan and Blueprint 

scenarios) is fully assessed as a separate alternative for purposes of the NEPA 
analysis and the 404(b)(l) analysis, or explain why it is not a distinct alternative. 

• Amend the 404(b)(l) Alternatives Analysis, as needed, if there is a practicable 
"combined Alternatives 1 through 5" alternative. 

Air Quality 
EPA is concerned with air quality impacts from this project, particularly when considered in 
concert with the numerous other development and major infrastructure projects proposed or in 
process within the region. The proposed project is located in a nonattainment area for federal 
ozone (8-hour) and PM2.5 standards. In order to achieve attainment, strong measures are needed 
to avoid, minimize, and mitigate impacts. 

Cumulative Air Quality Impacts 
Thank you for including tables with criteria pollutant emission estimates from construction and 
operational phases of other major infrastructure projects in the region. Such information helps 
clarify the intensity of cumulative impacts, as well as future challenges the region would face in 
attaining federal air quality standards. 

Recommendations for the FEIS: 
• Include the following projects in Tables 4.0-4 through 4.0-7, or explain why they are 

excluded: Mather Specific Plan, Southport Sacramento River Early Implementation 
Project, Jackson Township Project, and Folsom Dam Modification Project Approach 
Channel. 

• Discuss potential differences between the Blueprint scenario and the Base Plan 
scenario with respect to long-term regional cumulative air quality impacts from the 
operational period. The potential benefits of the Blueprint scenario do not appear to 
be fully described. 

• Please coordinate with the air district to ensure that construction and operational 
emissions from this project, combined with other reasonably foreseeable projects 
nearby, will not exceed the relevant emission budgets in the SIPs, and document this 
coordination in the FEIS. 

Mitigation Measures 
Mitigation measures from the Placer Vineyards Environmental Impact Report are provided in 
Appendix 3.0 of the DEIS, and commitments for air quality mitigation do not appear to be made 
within the DEIS. 
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Recommendation for the FEIS: 
Commit to implement all mitigation measures within Appendix 3 that are within the span 
of the Corps' control for direct and indirect air quality impacts that would result from the 
Corps' permit decision, such as all air quality control measures for material hauling and 
construction activities. 

General Conformity 
Under General Conformity regulations, both the direct and indirect emissions associated with a 
federal action must be evaluated. Page 3.3-31 of the DEIS states, " ... the scope of the conformity 
analysis would be appropriately limited to the emissions associated with grading activities that 
would result from the filling of jurisdictional wetlands, any associated access roads and any 
staging areas necessary to conduct filling activities." It is unclear whether indirect impacts, such 
as hauling materials and equipment to the site for grading activities, were accounted for in the 
analysis. 

Recommendation for the FEIS: 
Ensure that appropriate indirect emissions are included in the conformity analysis and 
disclosed in the FEIS. 

Operational Period Traffic Emissions 
Mitigation measures for traffic impacts require the project proponent to contribute its fair share 
towards the cost of widening roadways. It is unclear whether these road widening projects are 
already funded, and whether they are consistent with the general plan. Further, EPA is concemed 
that residual air impacts from traffic are, according to the DEIS, expected to be significant even 
after mitigation (page 3.14-45). 

Recommendation for the FEIS: 
Commit to partner with the county and SA COG to develop and implement a plan for 
mitigating operational period transportation impacts that is consistent with regional 
planning goals and minimizes long-term air emissions before construction begins. 

Exposure to Toxic Air Contaminants 
Page 3.3-28 states, "[Califomia Air Resources Boardl has also provided planning guidance that 
recommends not locating sensitive receptors within 500 feet of a freeway or roadways with 
greater than 100,000 annual average daily traffic (AADT). No portion of the project site would 
be within 500 feet of a freeway or roadway with AADT of 100,000." It is unclear whether toxic 
air contaminant risks from future growth in AADT, due to this development project and others 
nearby, were considered. 

Recommendation for the FEIS: 
Assess and document whether sensitive receptors may, in the future, be located within 
500 feet of roadways with AADT of 100,000 or more due to siting of facilities within this 
development project and projected growth in AADT nearby. If a risk is identified, 
describe measures to avoid, minimize, and mitigate risks. 
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Flood Risk 
Page 3.10-26 discusses project impacts on flood capacity, and page 3.10-29 discusses impacts to 
flood hazards related to dam or levee failure. Changes in severe weather patterns under climate 
change scenarios will greatly influence t1ood risk and related infrastructure needs. It is unclear 
whether climate change was considered in the analysis. 

Recommendation for the FEIS: 
Augment the discussions on flood capacity and risk of dike or levee failures to fully 
address expected changes to weather patterns due to climate change. 

Hazardous Materials 
Potential sources of hazardous materials within the project site are clearly defined. Information 
on nearby sources of contamination, however, does not appear to be provided. 

Recommendation for the FEIS: 
Ensure that appropriate buffers surrounding the project site were assessed for potential 
contamination that could impact the project site (i.e. through groundwater plume 
migration or via air currents). The assessment should include searching federal and state 
databases and examining aerial imagery. Please include buffer distances and 
methodology, document any potential nearby sources, and commit to mitigation if 
needed. 

Comparison between Blueprint and Base Plan 
The DEIS discusses impacts of the Blueprint scenario by stating that, " ... by concentrating 
population closer to the core of the region, a number of environmental and lifestyle benefits 
would accrue, including shorter commutes, greater potential use of transit, cleaner air, and less 
open space lost to suburban sprawl" (page 3.7-9). The assessment does not appear disclose the 
full range of benefits that could result from a relatively more compact, well connected, mixed
usc project. For example, areas with greater density are more likely to receive federal funds to 
support transit projects, which could provide residents with an important amenity and improve 
air quality by reducing auto-dependence. In addition, long-term municipal costs savings could 
accrue from more compact development, such as lower costs for sewer and road maintenance, 
garbage collection, and other services. Similarly, long-term resident cost savings could result 
from shorter commute times and more convenient access to goods and services. 

Recommendation for the FEIS: 
Provide detailed qualitative descriptions and quantitative measures of the degree to which 
benefits from "smart growth" planning might accrue under the Blueprint scenario relative 
to the Base Plan scenario. 

Sustainable Transportation & Building 
Creating an entirely new development provides ample opportunities to incorporate policies and 
designs that minimize demand for energy and water, minimize traffic impacts, and create a high
quality living environment, with easy access to jobs, services, and recreation. 
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Green building incorporates strategies to reduce energy and water needs, minimize harmful 
chemicals, and create a healthy indoor environment, among other goals. Green building 
strategies can also reduce operation and maintenance costs for owners and ease public service 
(i.e. water and electricity) demand requirements for the project. The U.S. Green Building 
Council's Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) program offers detailed 
guidance, and EPA is available to assist the project proponent in identifying appropriate 
opportunities. 

Significant operational period impacts are anticipated to result from automobile use, including 
high levels of greenhouse gas emissions (GHG). We strongly encourage implementation of all 
mitigation measures to reduce vehicle emissions, such as development of a reliable transit system 
with frequent service, walkable neighborhoods, and well-connected bike lanes. We recognize 
that the Proposed Action includes a multimodal transit terminal and a potential Bus Rapid 
Transit (BRT) system, and includes mitigation measures to promote biking and transit. 

Recommendations for the FEIS: 
• Include a strong commitment by the County and project proponents to partner with 

local transit agencies and SACOG to accommodate transit access. Neighborhood 
design should include development of transit routes to maximize ridership, and bus 
stops should be identified early so that they can more easily be incorporated into 
streetscapes. This is particularly important for the potential BRT system along Watt 
Avenue since there are already plans to widen the road. 

• Consider using a grid pattern for neighborhood roadways to reduce the travel distance 
for vehicles, bikes, and pedestrians for local trips. Grid patterns can make more trips 
possible to complete without use of a vehicle. 

• Add GHG mitigation commitments from the Corps' Elverta DEIS, including 
Mitigation Measure 3.7b, which requires project proponents to develop a GHG 
reduction plan and receive approval from the County, in consultation with the Air 
District. Also require that the GHG Reduction Plan be approved before construction. 

• Discuss the feasibility and benefits of obtaining LEED for Neighborhood 
Development (ND) Certification for the project area or a portion of it. LEED-ND 
certification provides independent, third-party verification that a neighborhood 
development project is located and designed to meet high levels of environmentally 
responsible, sustainable development, with principles that are in line with the 
Sacramento Region Blueprint's growth principles. 

• Discuss the feasibility and benefits of obtaining LEED certification for homes, 
schools, and commercial buildings. 

• Discuss the feasibility and benefits of exceeding CALGreen standards in priority 
areas by meeting "optional" standards, including: pollutant control, indoor air quality, 
renewable energy, energy and water conservation, and low impact development. 

• Consider recycled materials that could be used to replace raw materials for particular 
infrastructure components. Some options include tire-derived aggregate, crushed 
recycled concrete, recycled asphalt pavement, and rubberized asphalt concrete. 

• Consider creating a policy to use locally sourced materials to reduce air emissions 
from transport. 
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Letter A U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Communities and Ecosystems Division 

Angeles Herrera, Associate Director, dated June 10, 2013 

Response A-1 

The U.S. EPA’s general comments on the Draft EIS are noted. The U.S. EPA raises the same issues in 

greater detail in the detailed comments attached to its comment letter. Detailed responses to the issues 

raised by the U.S. EPA are presented in Responses A-5 through A-13, below. 

Response A-2 

The U.S. EPA’s comments related to the applicants’ mitigation strategy and the status of the Placer 

County Conservation Plan (PCCP) are noted.  

The U.S. EPA recommends that the USACE’s preferred alternative avoid and minimize impacts to waters 

of the U.S. to the greatest extent practicable. The National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) regulations 

at 40 CFR 1502.14(e) state that the alternatives section has to identify the “agency's preferred alternative 

or alternatives, if one or more exists, in the draft statement and identify such alternative in the final 

statement unless another law prohibits the expression of such a preference.” However the USACE cannot 

identify a preferred alternative, because as stated in 33 CFR 325, Appendix B(9)(b)(5), the USACE is 

“neither an opponent nor a proponent of the applicant's proposal; therefore, the applicant's proposal is 

identified as the 'applicant's preferred alternative,' in the final EIS.” Furthermore, in accordance with 40 

CFR 1505.2(c), it is the ROD that needs to “state whether all practicable means to avoid or minimize 

environmental harm from the alternative selected have been adopted, and if not, why they were not. 

A monitoring and enforcement program shall be adopted and summarized where applicable for any 

mitigation.” The ROD also must “(i)dentify all alternatives considered by the agency in reaching its 

decision, specifying the alternative or alternatives which were considered to be environmentally 

preferable.” (40 CFR 1502.2(b) Therefore in this Final EIS, only the applicant’s proposal is identified as the 

applicant’s preferred alternative.  

The U.S. EPA requests that the Final EIS provide more detailed information on where and how the 

Applicants will meet their mitigation requirements under both “stand alone conditions” and the PCCP if 

it is adopted for Placer County. The USACE requested more information from the Applicants regarding 

their Mitigation Strategy. The Applicants submitted a revised Mitigation Strategy (dated September 2013) 

to the USACE that focuses the mitigation for wetland impacts on preservation and creation of wetlands 

as compensatory mitigation but does not include the level of detail necessary for USACE to determine if 

the proposed strategy would sufficiently offset the impacts of the Proposed Action. The USACE’s final 

determination regarding the Applicants’ Mitigation Strategy will be included in the ROD.  

The Applicants have indicated that to mitigate the impacts of the Proposed Action their intent is to 

provide the vast majority of mitigation within the “Reserve Acquisition Area” (RAA) in northwestern 

Placer County. The RAA is identified in the PCCP as a mitigation site and was specifically designed by 

the County to provide adequate mitigation for all projects in the development zone in western Placer 

County. Placer Vineyards is a small percentage of the total development area. According to Placer 

County, the RAA has a total area of 68,093 acres within the PCCP, of which 44,078 acres are in the valley 
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portion of the PCCP and 24,015 acres are in the foothill portion of the PCCP (see Table 2.0-2, below). 

Mitigation for the Proposed Action would be provided in the valley portion of the RAA. In addition, 

mitigation for the Proposed Action will be provided within what is termed as the “Stream System in 

Potential Future Growth (PFG) area. The total area within the PCCP identified for vernal pool 

conservation planning and mitigation is 47,697 acres (Reid 2014).  

 

Table 2.0-2 

PCCP Conservation Planning and Mitigation Lands 

 

Land Area (ac) All Plan Area Valley Foothills 
Reserve Acquisition Area (RAA) Upland and 

Stream System 
68,093 44,078 24,015 

Stream System in Potential Future Growth (PFG) 12,993 3,619 9,374 

All land as primary source for Reserve System 81,086 47,697 33,389 
    

Source: Reid 2014 

 

Within these 47,607 acres of land area, there are approximately 18,593 acres of vernal pool complexes, 

with an estimated 554 acres of existing vernal pool type wetlands. According to the County, the target net 

new Vernal Pool Complex (VPC) land cover (upland and wetted area) that will be created under the 

PCCP is approximately 3,000 acres and within this acreage, an estimated 471-508 acres of net new vernal 

pool type wetlands will be created (Reid 2014). Therefore, adequate land area and opportunities for 

creating new vernal pool type wetlands to mitigate the impacts of the Proposed Action are available 

within the RAA and Stream System within PFG.  

The Mitigation Strategy also includes a provision that would allow the Applicants to use credits from 

approved conservation or mitigation banks, and therefore a limited amount of out-of-county mitigation 

might be implemented. According to the Mitigation Strategy, these areas for out-of-county mitigation 

include land along the Placer/Sutter County border, in particular, the lower portion of the Coon Creek 

and Auburn Ravine; portions of the floodplain along the Bear River that is within the Coon Creek 

watershed within Sutter County; lands contained within the levees of the Natomas East Main Drainage, 

Cross Canal, Pleasant Grove Creek Canal, and East Side Canal for conservation actions which improve 

fish passage and water quality for salmonids in Placer County; and Mitigation and Conservation Banks 

approved by the Wildlife Agencies and/or the USACE that contain the Plan area within the service 

boundary.  

Prior to issuing any permits, the USACE will ensure the Applicants provide sufficient information for the 

USACE to determine the adequacy of any compensatory mitigation proposals. To be determined 

adequate by the USACE, whether developed for the entire Placer Vineyard Specific Plan (PVSP) or 

project-specific, compensatory mitigation proposals will need to fully satisfy the requirements of the 

Mitigation Rule and the South Pacific Division’s (SPD) Mitigation Ratio Setting Checklist in terms of 
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types of mitigation and ratios and fully offset the impacts of the PVSP, or the project-specific impacts for 

which it was developed.  

Table 4.0-2 is revised to show the suggested new column entitled “Total Mitigation excluding 

Preservation” and is presented in Chapter 3.0, Errata. 

The PVSP land use diagram preserves wetlands adjacent to primary channels within the subwatersheds, 

maintains connectivity between these preserved waters, and includes stream setbacks as well as Low 

impact development (LID) strategies to avoid indirect effects on preserved wetlands. The following 

avoidance and minimizations goals/criteria were used by the Applicants to develop the open 

space/preserve system boundaries in the PVSP: 

Preserve continuous core drainage course/wetland corridors in each drainage basin. 

a. Each primary corridor should have an average setback (buffer) of 100 feet extending laterally 

from the edge of preserved Waters of the US. 

b. Minimize proposed actions that would interrupt or truncate primary drainage course/wetland 

corridors and minimize modifications of these corridors except for those modifications that are 

designed to maintain or improve wetland or watershed functions over existing conditions 

(ECORP 2008). 

Response A-3 

The U.S. EPA states that the discussion of Project Need in the Draft EIS needs to be supplemented with 

more information to justify that the proposed number of units under the PVSP are really needed. 

The Proposed Action is a long-term development program that would be built out over the next 20 to 

30 years. Regional housing need projections prepared by Sacramento Area Council of Governments 

(SACOG), on the other hand, do not extend out more than seven years at a time and regional housing 

need projections that go out 20 to 30 years are not available. Therefore, it is not possible to add the 

housing that would be built under the Proposed Action to other housing proposed in the SACOG region 

and compare that total to a projected need for housing 20 to 30 years in the future. However, according to 

the SACOG Blueprint, the SACOG region will add 1.7 million additional residents, 1 million new jobs, 

and 800,000 homes by 2050. The PVSP and the associated housing units and population growth are 

included in these estimates because development of the project site consistent with the PVSP has been 

taken into account in the SACOG projections. 

In addition, please note that the PVSP has been approved by Placer County, which has determined that 

the planned housing is needed. Furthermore, according to 33 CFR 320.4(j)(2),  the “primary responsibility 

for determining zoning and land use matters rests with state, local and tribal governments. The district 

engineer will normally accept decisions by such governments on those matters unless there are 

significant issues of overriding national importance. Such issues would include but are not necessarily 

limited to national security, navigation, national economic development, water quality, preservation of 

special aquatic areas, including wetlands, with significant interstate importance, and national energy 

needs. Whether a factor has overriding importance will depend on the degree of impact in an individual 
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case.”  It does not appear that there are significant issues of overriding national importance which would 

require the USACE to question the need for the Proposed Action established by Placer County.  

Response A-4 

The U.S. EPA comments on the Combined Alternatives 1 through 5 and requests that it be fully assessed 

as a separate alternative in the EIS and include it in the 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis.  

Text has been added to the EIS (see Chapter 3.0, Errata) to clearly explain that Combined Alternatives 1 

through 5, which alters the land use patterns and intensity of development on only five parcels within the 

PVSP site, can be combined with the development of the rest of the PVSP site per either of the two 

Proposed Action scenarios - the Base Plan or the Blueprint scenario.  

The Combined Alternatives 1 through 5 was carried through the Draft EIS as an independent alternative. 

For every impact discussed in the Draft EIS, the impacts of the Combined Alternatives 1 through 5 are 

analyzed and described. This alternative was not described in any greater detail than Alternatives 1 

through 5 because the alternative is simply a land use plan that reduces the density of development on 

the same 5 parcels as Alternatives 1 through 5 and keeps the proposed land use patterns on the 

remainder of the project site the same as they are under the Proposed Action (either scenario).  

Although this alternative is not included in the Applicants’ Section 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis, the 

USACE will conduct its own 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis of the Proposed Action and the EIS 

alternatives using the criteria for practicability under CWA Section 404, and will include this alternative 

in that analysis. 

Response A-5 

The U.S. EPA expresses concern about the Proposed Action’s cumulative effects on air quality, given the 

fact that the area is non-attainment for ozone and fine particulate matter (PM2.5) and a substantial 

amount of new development is anticipated in the air basin, and recommends that strong measures are 

needed to avoid, minimize and mitigate air quality impacts.  

As noted on page 4.0-4, the study area for cumulative air quality impacts is the Sacramento Valley Air 

Basin (SVAB) which encompasses nine counties in full and portions of Placer and Solano counties. A list-

based approach is generally useful only when considering localized cumulative impacts on sensitive 

receptors from concurrent construction on two or more nearby projects. However, for evaluating 

cumulative air quality impacts within an air basin that covers a very large area encompassing 11 counties, 

a list-based approach is not reasonable because no matter how well the list is assembled, it will fail to 

capture all potential future sources of emissions in the air basin. It is for this reason that the local air 

districts do not advocate a list-based analysis of a project’s cumulative air quality impacts. Instead, the air 

districts, including the Placer County Air Pollution Control District, recommend a mass emissions-based 

analysis of each project’s contribution to the cumulative air quality in the air basin in their California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines. However, for all projects in the vicinity of the Proposed 

Action for which data were available, estimated emissions were reported in the Draft EIS. Data for two of 

the four projects that the U.S. EPA requested be included, have been added to the relevant tables as 
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shown in Chapter 3.0, Errata. Emissions data for the other project (Jackson Township Project) were not 

available.  

Additional information highlighting the differences between the Blueprint scenario and the Base Plan 

scenario and the potential benefits of the Blueprint scenario has been added to the EIS. The added text is 

shown in Chapter 3.0, Errata. 

The USACE has conducted a General Conformity analysis of the Proposed Action’s construction 

emissions and determined that the Proposed Action’s construction emissions related to activities over 

which the USACE has jurisdiction are below de minimis levels for the pollutants for which the air basin is 

in nonattainment. Given this finding, the USACE is not required to coordinate with the local air district. 

Furthermore, as described in Responses A-6 and A-8, below, numerous mitigation measures have been 

imposed by Placer County on the construction and operation phases of the Proposed Action (and will be 

imposed on the alternatives in the event that an alternative is selected by the USACE) to avoid, minimize, 

and mitigate air pollutant emissions, including mitigation measures that involve coordination with the 

Placer County Air Pollution Control District (PCAPCD). Please also note that the PVSP was approved by 

Placer County in 2007 and data regarding the estimated emissions associated with the Proposed Action 

have been available to the PCAPCD since that time, if not before. The PCAPCD, therefore, had the 

information on the project’s emissions for use in the preparation of the latest air quality plan for the 

region, and was also actively consulted by the USACE consultant during the preparation of this EIS. 

Response A-6 

All of the key commitments for air quality mitigation in the EIR are included in the Draft EIS. PVSP EIR 

Mitigation Measures 4.8-1a through 1e are identified in the Draft EIS as mitigation for the construction 

emissions of the Proposed Action and alternatives, and PVSP EIR Mitigation Measures 4.8-3a through 3k 

are identified as mitigation for the operational emissions of the Proposed Action and alternatives. Please 

see Draft EIS pages 3.3-19 through 3.3-25, and Appendix 3.0. 

Response A-7 

Indirect emissions from haul and construction worker trips associated with construction activities are 

included in the emissions estimates reported in the Draft EIS under Impact AQ-1.  

Response A-8 

Localized air quality impacts from vehicular congestion associated with the Proposed Action and 

alternatives are analyzed on pages 3.3-26 and 3.3-27 of the Draft EIS under Impact AQ-3, CO Hotspots. 

That analysis shows that the traffic associated with the Proposed Action, combined with background 

traffic in 2025, will not result in CO hotspots, which are high carbon monoxide concentrations resulting 

from congestion at busy intersections.  

Impact AQ-2 presents the operational emissions associated with the Proposed Action and alternatives. 

These include emissions of reactive organic gases (ROG) and nitrogen oxides (NOx) emitted by area, 

stationary, and mobile sources. While the emissions of these air pollutants can increase due to congestion 

on roadways, they are predominantly a function of the number of vehicle trips and the vehicle miles 
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traveled. Therefore, whether or not roadways are widened to relieve congestion, these emissions would 

occur in the air basin. The Draft EIS includes PVSP EIR Mitigation Measures 4.8-3e and 4.8-3f to promote 

bicycle use, transit use, and ride sharing in order to reduce these emissions. It also includes PVSP EIR 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-3g which states that: 

All projects requiring issuance of residential and non-residential building permits shall participate 

in an off-site mitigation program coordinated through the PCAPCD to offset NOx and ROG 

emissions not mitigated through on-site measures. The PCAPCD, on behalf of Placer County, will 

determine air quality mitigation fees using calculation methodology established in practice and 

routinely applied to other, similar, contemporaneous land use development projects. The off-site 

mitigation program, coordinated through the PCAPCD, is designed to offset the project’s long-

term ozone precursor emissions. Monetary incentives shall be provided to sources of air pollutant 

emissions within the project’s general vicinity that are not required by law to reduce their 

emissions. Therefore, the reductions are real, quantifiable and implement provisions of the 1994 

State Implementation Plan. The off-site mitigation program reduces emissions within the region 

that would not otherwise be eliminated and thereby “offsets” the project’s increase to regional 

emissions.  

Furthermore, in April 2012, the SACOG Board of Directors adopted the Metropolitan Transportation 

Plan/Sustainable Communities Strategy (MTP/SCS) 2035. The MTP/SCS 2035 meets the federal 

requirement for an updated MTP every four years and meets the new state requirements under SB 375 for 

the SACOG area. The MTP/SCS 2035 provides a plan to meet the required greenhouse gas emissions 

reductions, while accounting for regional housing needs, transportation demands, population growth, 

and financial constraints.  

Given the regional planning efforts to reduce air emissions and especially the inclusion of PVSP EIR 

Mitigation Measure 4.8-3g in the EIS, an additional plan to mitigate for operational air emissions of the 

Proposed Action (or an alternative) is not required. 

Response A-9 

As explained on page 3.3-28 in the Draft EIS, neither the Proposed Action nor any of the alternatives will 

place new receptors within 500 feet of a roadway that is expected to have an annual average daily traffic 

(AADT) of 100,000 or more under existing or future cumulative conditions. Text has been added to clarify 

this. See Chapter 3.0, Errata. 

Response A-10 

More information has been added to Impact HYDRO-6 in the Final EIS to describe the potential effect of 

climate change on dike safety. See Chapter 3.0, Errata.  

Response A-11 

Lands adjoining the PVSP site are largely undeveloped range lands, agricultural lands, and low density 

rural residential areas that do not contain heavy industrial or intensely developed commercial land uses 

that can result in groundwater plumes or air emissions that can affect nearby receptors. Although some 

limited light industrial, commercial, and rural residential uses are present to the north of Baseline Road 

and to the south of the Placer County line as well as south of Dry Creek, these uses are not a significant 
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source of groundwater contamination and air emissions that could affect the parcels that make up the 

project site. In addition, Phase 1 site assessments have been completed for a number of project site parcels 

to check for the potential for exposure to any on- or off-site sources of contamination. The EIR and the 

Draft EIS also include two mitigation measures (PVSP EIR Mitigation Measures 4.12-15 and 4.12-17) 

which require that prior to submittal of a small lot tentative subdivision map for residential development 

or plans for industrial/commercial development, properties not previously evaluated with a current 

Phase I Environmental Site Assessment complete a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, as 

determined by the County Environmental Health Services. These measures will ensure that the new 

residents of the project site will not be exposed to off-site contamination. 

Response A-12 

More information has been added to Impact EJ-2 in the Final EIS to describe the benefits from smart 

growth planning under the Blueprint scenario. See Chapter 3.0, Errata.  

Response A-13 

The U.S. EPA lists a number of sustainable transportation and building measures that it recommends be 

imposed on the Proposed Action and alternatives to create a sustainable community.  

Numerous mitigation measures are included in the PVSP EIR and EIS to reduce vehicular traffic and 

related emissions, as well as use of energy and water by the proposed development. All of the relevant 

mitigation measures already included in the Proposed Action are reproduced below for ease of reference. 

The mitigation measures are already included in the Proposed Action and in the event that an alternative 

is selected as the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA), these measures 

would be imposed on the alternative. Additional sustainability measures are not required. 

4.7-10a A Community Service Area (CSA) shall be established to fund the cost of transit services 

listed in this section, and any related capital costs for buses, passenger amenities, and 

facilities.  

4.7-10b Bus shelters shall be placed along major roadways at 0.5-mile intervals serving Medium-

Density, High-Density, Commercial and Office land use designations.  

4.8-3a The following guidelines shall be used by the County during review of future project-

specific submittals for non-residential development within the Specific Plan area in order 

to reduce generation of air pollutants with intent that specified measures be required 

where feasible and appropriate:  

 Include in all new parking lots tree plantings designed to result in 50 percent shading 

of parking lot surface areas within 15 years. Incorporated by reference in this 

measure are the City of Sacramento Parking Lot Tree Shading Design and 

Maintenance Guidelines dated June 17, 2003 (see EIR Appendix U). Also, see Specific 

Plan Policy 6.25;  

 Equip HVAC units with a PremAir or similar catalyst system, if reasonably available 

and economically feasible at the time building permits are issued. Catalyst systems 
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are considered feasible if the additional cost is less than 10 percent of the base HVAC 

unit cost;  

 Install two 110/208 volt power outlets for every two loading docks;  

 Promote passive solar building design and landscaping conducive to passive solar 

energy use (i.e., building orientation in a south to southwest direction where feasible, 

encouraging planting of deciduous trees on western sides of structures, landscaping 

with drought-resistant species, and including groundcovers rather than pavement to 

reduce heat reflection). Landscaping plans shall prohibit the use of liquidambar and 

eucalyptus trees that produce smog-forming compounds (high emission factors for 

isoprenes); and  

 Implement the following, or equivalent measures, as determined by the County in 

consultation with the APCD:  

 Establish building guidelines that encourage the use of low-absorptive coatings 

on all building surfaces and Energy Star roofing products on all roofs, if 

reasonably available and economically feasible, at the time building permits are 

issued;  

 Establish paving guidelines that require businesses, if feasible, to pave all 

privately owned parking areas with a substance with reflective attributes (albedo 

= 0.30 or better) similar to cement concrete. The use of a paving substance with 

reflective attributes similar to concrete is considered feasible under this measure 

if the additional cost is less than 10 percent of the cost of applying a standard 

asphalt product; and  

 Power all off-road equipment used at office, industrial, and commercial uses by 

the lowest-emission technology reasonably available at the time building permits 

are issued.  

4.8-3b  The following measures shall be used singularly or in combination to accomplish an 

overall reduction of 10 to 20 percent in residential energy consumption relative to the 

requirements of State of California Title 24:  

 Use of air conditioning systems that that are more efficient than Title 24 

requirements;  

 Use of high-efficiency heating and other appliances, such as water heaters, cooking 

equipment, refrigerators, and furnaces;  

 Installation of photovoltaic rooftop energy systems; and  

 Establishment of tree-planting guidelines that require residents to plant trees to 

shade buildings primarily on the west and south sides of the buildings. Use of 

deciduous trees (to allow solar gain during the winter) and direct shading of air 

conditioning systems shall be included in the guidelines.  

4.8-3c  Promote a reduction in residential emissions through implementation of the following 

measure:  
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 Prohibit any wood-burning fireplaces, woodstoves, or similar wood-burning devices. 

Homes may be fitted with UL rated natural gas burning appliances if desired. This 

prohibition shall be included in any CC&Rs that are established.  

4.8-3d  For all projects, use the lowest-emitting architectural coatings during construction. When 

zero-VOC coatings are commercially available, they should be used. When only low-

VOC coatings are available, they shall be used in lieu of higher-emitting formulations. 

Design review submittals shall include information concerning the coatings products 

proposed for use in the project.  

4.8-3e  Bicycle usage shall be promoted by requiring the following:  

 All non-residential projects shall provide bicycle lockers and/or racks;  

 All apartment complexes or condominiums without garages shall provide at least 

two Class I bicycle storage spaces per unit;  

 Require residential neighborhoods to be interconnected, with easy access to 

commercial and recreational land uses. All neighborhoods shall have access to the 

Class I bicycle trails without having to travel on an arterial street. All schools and 

public parks (except neighborhood tot lots) shall be connected with a Class I bicycle 

trail through the open space and greenbelts;  

 A pedestrian/bikeway (P/B) Master Plan shall be developed for the entire Specific 

Plan area. This master plan shall be consistent with the guidelines established in the 

Placer County Regional Bikeway Plan and in the Specific Plan; and  

 As each residential phase is constructed, each subdivision shall install its share of the 

overall P/B network, and ensure that the layout of each residential phase does not 

interfere with completion of the overall P/B network. Residential areas adjacent to 

open space corridors shall provide reasonable access to the Class I P/B trails located 

in the corridors. These Class I corridors shall provide linkages with the 

comprehensive network of other trails throughout the Specific Plan area. The P/B 

Master Plan shall provide linkages from all residential neighborhoods to all 

commercial areas. Non-vehicular access shall consist of a network of convenient 

linkages of Class I, II and III trails.  

4.8-3f Transit usage and ride sharing shall be promoted by requiring participation in the 

development of a regional transit system at such time as a system is established and 

setasides of land for park-and ride facilities. Fair share participation may consist of 

dedication of right-of-way, easements, capital improvements, and/or other methods of 

participation deemed appropriate. In addition, future project design shall ensure that an 

adequate number of developers in the Specific Plan area provide reservations for future 

installations of bus turnouts and passenger benches and shelters, to be installed at such 

time as transit service is established and as demand and service routes warrant. The two 

transit centers shall be connected with the Class I bicycle trail. The Specific Plan shall 

provide for set-asides of land for two separate park-and-ride facilities. Construction of 

the park-and-ride facilities shall be phased over the buildout period of the project, with 

the first 50 spaces in place prior to issuance of the 3,000th residential building permit. 
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Prior to issuance of the 6,000th residential building permit another 50 spaces shall be 

provided, followed by 50 more prior to the 9,000th residential building permit. Forty-

three more spaces shall be provided prior to issuance of the 12,000 residential building 

permit for a total of 193 spaces to be constructed (equal to 0.1 percent of the anticipated 

daily trip generation of the project). A public transit development fee shall be required 

for all development projects. The amount of this fee shall be based upon the traffic 

generation potential of each project. A dial-a-ride transportation system shall be 

established to reduce individual vehicle trips and establish data for the eventual 

formation of a transit system within the Specific Plan area.  

 An Air Quality and Transportation System Management (TSM) Plan shall be prepared 

for the Specific Plan to implement all feasible means of reducing Specific Plan area 

emissions. This plan shall provide for eventual public transit and implementation of trip 

reduction strategies that coordinate with surrounding areas. A Transportation 

Management Association (TMA) shall be established that shall be funded by the 

developer and all businesses located within the Specific Plan area. The TSM plan shall be 

updated annually by TMA staff to demonstrate compliance with all air quality 

requirements, and to incorporate the latest state-of-the-art techniques and strategies to 

reduce emissions. Initially, the TMA shall provide each home and business with an 

information packet that will contain, at a minimum, the following information:  

 Commute options: to inform Specific Plan area occupants of the alternative travel 

amenities provided, including ridesharing and public transit availability/schedules;  

 Maps showing Specific Plan area pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian paths to 

community centers, shopping areas, employment areas, schools, parks, and 

recreation areas;  

 Instructions on how to use TMA services that will facilitate trip reduction 

opportunities; and  

 Information regarding PCAPCD programs to reduce Countywide emissions.  

4.8-3g All projects requiring issuance of residential and non-residential building permits shall 

participate in an off-site mitigation program coordinated through the PCAPCD to offset 

NOx and ROG emissions not mitigated through on-site measures.  

 The PCAPCD, on behalf of Placer County, will determine air quality mitigation fees 

using calculation methodology established in practice and routinely applied to other, 

similar, contemporaneous land use development projects. The off-site mitigation 

program, coordinated through the PCAPCD, is designed to offset the project’s long-term 

ozone precursor emissions. Monetary incentives shall be provided to sources of air 

pollutant emissions within the project’s general vicinity that are not required by law to 

reduce their emissions. Therefore, the reductions are real, quantifiable and implement 

provisions of the 1994 State Implementation Plan. The off-site mitigation program 
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reduces emissions within the region that would not otherwise be eliminated and thereby 

“offsets” the project’s increase to regional emissions.  

4.8-3h School districts shall be encouraged to incorporate the following measures into the 

design, construction, and operation of elementary, middle and high school buildings and 

facilities:  

 Install bicycle lockers and racks at all appropriate locations;  

 Post signage prohibiting the idling of diesel vehicles for longer than 5 minutes;  

 Construct at least one bus stop at a convenient location to be used for either fixed 

route service within the Specific Plan area or commuter service;  

 Provide a community notice board and information kiosk with information about 

community events, ride-sharing, and commute alternatives;  

 Provide preferential parking for carpools and hybrid vehicles (vehicles with self-

charging electric engines); and  

 Incorporate solar water heating systems and HVAC PremAir or similar catalyst 

systems in building design.  

4.8-3i The following measures shall be incorporated into the design, construction, and 

operation of public park areas:  

 The pedestrian/bikeway (P/B) master plan shall provide at least one Class I linkage to 

all school sites;  

 Additional Class I and II linkages shall be provided so as to provide convenient 

access to/from the park sites;  

 Install bicycle lockers and racks at all appropriate locations;  

 Provide a community notice board and information kiosk with information about 

community events, ride-sharing, and commute alternatives;  

4.8-3j Prohibit open burning throughout the Specific Plan area. Include this prohibition in any 

project CC&Rs that are established.  

4.8-3k The County may substitute different air pollution control measures for individual 

projects, that are equally effective or superior to those proposed herein, as new 

technology and/or other feasible measures become available in the course of buildout of 

the Specific Plan area.  

4.13-1m Placer County and the project applicant shall work together to publish and distribute an 

Energy Resource Conservation Guide describing measures individuals can take to 

increase energy efficiency and conservation. The applicant shall be responsible for 

funding the preparation of the Guide. The Energy Resource Conservation Guide shall be 

updated every five years and distributed at the public permit counter.  

4.13-1n The project applicants shall pay for an initial installment of Light Emitting Diode (LED) 

traffic lights in all Specific Plan area traffic lights.  
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4.13-1o The project applicants and Placer County shall jointly develop a tree planting 

informational packet to help project area residents understand their options for planting 

trees that can absorb carbon dioxide.  

4.13-1p Prioritized parking within commercial and retail areas shall be given to electric vehicles, 

hybrid vehicles, and alternative fuel vehicles.  
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Original Message
From: Harry Schaedler [mailto:prudentialsacramento@yahoo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 29, 2013 1:58 PM
To: SPK PAO SPK; Ness, WilliamW SPK
Subject: Placer Vineyard Project enviromental review

To whom it may concern:

I have lived in the sacramento area for over 50 years and have hunted and bird watched in and on the
area of this project. I have noticed that it is a loafing and rest area for migratory birds including mallard,
sprig, teal, canvas back and white fronted and snow geese as well as Canadian Geese and the
endangered Aleution Geese that I have seen using the area during the fall and winter migation times. I
believe the area would be better served to be set aside as a wetland for these species as removing it
from this use will cause the migratory birds who currently use it to move closer to and on the
Sacramento airport property and flight paths which will casuse more bird strikes and put the birds and
people on airplanes in danger for their lives.

Thank You

Harry Schaedler

Real Estate Broker

Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Final EIR
July 2014

Impact Sciences, Inc.
USACE # 199900737
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Letter B: Harry Schaedler, Real Estate Broker, dated May 29, 2013 

Response B-1 

The use of the project site by migratory birds is considered in the EIS analysis. Even though the majority 

of the project site would be developed with urban uses, as described in the Draft EIS, about 700 acres on 

the project site, especially along drainages, will be preserved as open space. Therefore, there would still 

be habitat for migratory birds on the project site within the areas designated open space and this habitat 

will likely improve in quality over time as it will be preserved. Additional habitat would continue to be 

available in the form of rice fields to the west of the project site. In addition, compensation for habitat loss 

will be provided in another portion of Placer County, currently planned for the northwestern portion of 

the County. Therefore, habitat will continue to be available in western Placer County and adjacent areas 

of Sacramento and Sutter counties. Furthermore, for increased use of the Sacramento airport area by birds 

to occur, all lands surrounding the PVSP area with similar habitat would need to be at carrying capacity 

for all bird species and the Natomas Basin would need to be the only area in the northern Central Valley 

with capacity to harbor birds displaced by the Proposed Action. As neither of these conditions are met 

and habitat would still continue to be available on and adjacent to the project site, the potential for 

increased use of the Sacramento airport area by birds due to the Proposed Action is minimal.  
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! 
- CoX C A STLE NICHOLSON-

T 

June 10, 2013 

VIA E-MAIL /\NO U.S. MAIL 

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 
Sacramento Di.nria 
Regulatory Division; A11n: Will Nas 
1325 J Street, Room 1350 
Sacrament~ CA, 95814-2922 

DLL-CESPK-RD-EIS~C<>mmenu@u»cc.army.mil 

Cox, C...tlc & Nichokon li.J' 
sss California sc~a:. 10"' floor 
S.. F...a.... Ct!oiOcola H104-IIU 
P415.392.4200 HIS-392.4250 

Jl Oarlc Mouiloft 
415.262.511) 
crr.o:ri::co MJ:coxcml~t..CDm 

Fiilt No. )4619 

Rc: Commenrs o n Pbccr Viney.,ds Specific Plan Draft EIS· SPK-1999·00737 

Dear Mr. Ness: 

On behalf of Placer Vineyards Development Group, LLC. we hereby submu the 
following commen<s on the draf< EIS prepared for <he permit •crions propo<ed on variow propenies 
within the planning area of the Placer Vineyards Sped fie Plan in Pl2cer C<>uncy, C >lifornia (the 
"Plan") 

1. The Applican<'s Mitigation Srmegy Sarisfi .. C<>rps Regulations and Adequa<dy 
Mitigatts Wctlafids lmpacu. 

a. BtukgrownJ #II M11igation S"'•"ll· 

The original CEQA r<:Yjc:'\v ~onducted fur tht> Plar. pro?OS<'d a more m~ditinn~l m1rig:uinn 

apptoach for ~tl-and impacrs, focused exclusively on wercec:i acre lmpt~(:ts and wetted acre mirigarion 
nufot. Af1i':r puhlinu inn of rhc. Placc.,r C:nuncy F.tR. and in oommems on the scoping of the: EJS. tht:: 
U.S. Cnvjronm:nta1 ProteCtion Ag::m.:y ("EPA'') and var(uu~ j:11ere.~• groaps commemcd chat the 
Pion should play an integr•l role in a broader long-term conservation effon for Wcs«m Pllcer 
County, and that the applicants shouJd coordinate with the County's conservation stralcgy for the 
proposed Pl>a:r Counry Conservation Plan (" PCCP1. 

In response t<> thc:se commC'nU1 PJacer Vineyards worlced closely with various groups. 
onduding the Socrra Club. Audubon Sociecy, Placer County. and the Sacramento Area Counal of 
Covernmenu (•SACOC") 10 d.evdop 2 mitig:u ion slr'1teg)' that would~ compatible wilh th~ 
conservation Strategy of the PCCP, if uldma<ely adopted, but that also would function intkpmtknt!J 
of the PCCP to effect a sustainable. long·tcrrn tonsc:~tion of biologica.l ruourct$ in Western Placer 
County. Thii rcvi>ed Placer Vineyards Mitigation Struegy ("Mitigation Suatcgy") then was 

~ www.coxcasde..com Los Angd<s I Onnll' County I S... Fnncis<o 
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.dopted by Placer County and has been fUlly endorsed by both the Sierra Oub as well as <he 
Audubon Soeiety. 

The goal of me Mitigotion Strategy is to mitigate for the development of individual 
;>ropc::nl..:-s .,c,.h.hi<l the Plan Arei\ in ,\ rr.anncr rhar !"'nt only 3ddtc~Ch Army C:)rps no :-\Ct Jo~s 
:-cquirc:mcHI.$, hut al:o.tt t.ullttibutes to th~ improve~nent :tnd m!rr,lin,hilicy ot'h~nJul)il:.J.; r~ourccs 
;.buuglnjuc ~:csrcrn Pbc~r County. ln order to implemen~ Lhis goaL c:1c Nlirigatio:, Srronegy adopLS 
an approach chat focwes on more ch.an jusr wcned·acrcs for wcucd-ac:rcs. ln panicularj It providc..s 
mitigiltion ratios for both land cover am/ wetl:md :ua. 

Aec~u~e muse uf ch.c: nacurai (:Ommuniric-.o: rrpre:":cr.rerl in the PJ;;n Area require huge, 
c(>r.c:euous, and iorS~:,.t :.t~hi.al tn rcuin maxin111m biu(ogical funccion, the Mitigation Slra•egy 
::nhigates f<>r lhc irrcvccsibl<' oocwc:csion c.f r;,(': t:x1!>1ir.g n:uurJl.and sc:mi·naTUra1 hn<.lsc:.a~ through 
?C:Cm:lnct'l r c:.onst>rv.ll !<1:1. flf l3r~e: rracc~ of land v.~t:"\ similar lam.l oove;:c, 1l~Llta., ;,u,J ;,a~Jio.ullwal "a)uc: 
located off·site 1n an jdcntified •Reserve Acquisition Asca• ('"RAA•). TI1c RAA was selected in 
eollabor>tion with Plaeer County, SA COG, Sierra Club, and the Audubon Soeicty as the are> with 
lt.e ~reaC<'.St oppNrur.iry m.mpporc .l r<:&iona.lly lmpcnar.t cxpa:uc of pr;~·llt~;. a:1d pubtlc Jand thtt 
will !tupport aquacic fun~cions and mc:c.c spc:,it"S nc:ec.b ir:. tlu~ l(l):g lflm, with roinim~l <":dg:"; dt~c::r and 
fr:1gmr:nr:tcior. fmm \lch::.ui;,:a(iou. 

The Mitigation Strategy is specifieally daigned to ensure that the Plan resul ts in no net loss 
nf :l<}U.ttic funcdon. T:lc scleo:ion of 1he R.-\A :md du:~ <tdopdtu~ :Jf a walc:Jshed approa:..-:~ reA<-.cr.r,; rhe 
ecologicaJ reality tf1al the i1!r~griryof vernal pool wt·damls in p:uckuli(r ;ue ~; m~raincd wirhin a 
hmdscapc of large, inc~roor.nect<ed uplimJ Ita ~h~l. \Xihile: ••n ~he avoidance of l.imi\Jit';r vern,.) pnols
wrroundcd by growth- may result in short· term avozdance of wetlandJ tmplCU or ukc, such an 
apprn:.ch ec:tcralJ;• suf~C$ C•VGC lim~ ilom du:~ J~~.c:liUI;;.tiuu <;.( lh¢ n:Uur:t) $fSt~:n'$ h:.:-~logi::l: and 
aquacic func.tions.l 

b Th• Mitigwn Str•kg)' Du.s Nur Dq>rnd upon At/,pri•n •f the PCCP. 

Although me Mitigation Strategy was designed to integra« with the PCCP if eventually 
adc.ptcd, its abiHry (0 provide fi~r no ne• lr.ss of aquadc fim<:tions (~ :tot d~pe;:mleu• uu lhe aduption 
of the PC:\.P. ThaT is, the Micigation S!ra(cgy d~s not Jd)' u1n:u •he !ICC!> as a pamitt-in& 
<dlide, but it doe. recognize eflom surrounding rhc PCCP have gcncr•<c:J <I.e Lc:,, •••,l•ble 
$Clcntific and commcrc.ial eYidence relaring (0 (X)OSC:r¥1tion in Lht region. Gi,·en the large gross 
aereage of the Plan Area- tOtaling O'l<:r 5,000 aeres - and the broad impact assumptions that require 
preservation of large amounts of vernal pool grass!.nd regudless of the wed and density of tmpaeted 
sues, the Midgacion Strategy will ensure conscrv;uion of very &igniflcant porcion.s of the RAA in a 
manner consistent with prindpl~ that are now gcneraHy acccpccd in the rq:;.1on. 
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c. The Mirigilli4n Smu<g S.titfin rht Rtquirtmmn •frhc C!mpt71111167J 
Mirig•rion IIMk. 

The Mitig~tion Strategy is consittent with the approl:ch ro compcrwtory mitigation set rorth 
in the Army Corp$ 2008 CompcN>tO')' Mirigarion Rule- a rule "•pccifically designed to improve 
[rhe Corps'] :tbi~ty to euSUJ·e uo uet loss of wetla.nds."l U.S. ARMY COR.OSOF ENGINEERS, 
C.OMPF.NSATORY MmGATION RuLE: hiPROVING, RF,UOI\tNc;, ANO PROTf.C11NG TiiE NATION's 
Wf:TL.-1..-<0S .\~0 STRFAMS: Ot:rHtOl\:~ ANO Ar-:Sw£Rs, 
hrtp://war<r.epa.gov/lawsrtgsfguichno:IW<tlands/uploadl2008_03_28_wttlands_Mit_rule_QA.pdf. 

i. The Compensatory Mitig1tion Rule Docs Not Require a Wetted 
Acre to W<-ttcd. AC!(; Ratio ro F.n!iurc Ntt Ntt Loss of Aquaric Functions. 

The Draft EIS stares rhar rhe Mitigation Srrarcgy "would resuh in a net lo., of wedand area 
and function.· We fundamentally diggroc. CompcnsatO'}' mitigation is not properly comider<:d 
c:<ciLsivcly o•, ,.,,erred 3c-.re mirig~ti()n ratios. Rachcr, ~ompcnsatory micig:1cion·~ fund:t.mettt.J.l 
ul.Jjeclivc h lu '"ru offser nwirom~tnt~:lltmtl' - .tnd r.ht:rdOrc quancitativc r:uios mulit be coruidcrcd 
in ligh< of the qualitative aspects of a pmposcd mitigation plan. 33 C. F. It § 332.3(•) (emplusis 
added): s« Rls• uJ. § 332.3(c) ("The ulrimare goal of a warc,.hed approach is to mainroin ond 
improve the qu«liry 11M quantity of aquatic resources within watersheds through strategic: Kltaion of 
compensato'}' moug•uon sires. • (emphasi• •dded)). 

This conduoion i1 Hopport<d by 33 C.F.R. Scct<on 332.3(0. wh«h pl•inly ockonwlcdg•.s 
ciuu cumptllSllLO;y mitiga:ion should he:' :icd r1.• (.w,::r;tU :~c !u-.•it. J'CSmmx functions within 1 panlc:ula~ 
landscape, rather than solely ro compcnsalion ratios: 

mhe amount of required compensatory mitigation must be. to the 
c.ttem practicable, sufficiem ro rep I~ Wa aquatic rcsourrt fonm'om. 
ln o~c:~ where: 2.ppropr-iuc functional or oond.idon assasment 
me6ods (lr Dthf:r swtnhl(' m~rric., ~r~t avjil~hle. these mct?lods should 
ht' HS<";c! where. prAcricahlc to dcccrminc ?tow much <.:omp..:nsaWJ)' 

mtugauon is required. 

(Em1>ha<is added.) The standord und<r Sccrion 332.3(0 addi•ionally i• rcinforc:.d in Section 332.5, 
wh:ch rc<;uiJe:s rhe:. 11~ ()f'\::cnlogical pcl"formancc scandards'' 10 ::l~:;(h wh¢rhec :t pco;el'\ r~ meeling 
the objective of replacing losr aquauc functions. And u dc•crilx:d above, the key goal of the 
Mitigation Srr:uegy 1$ do just rhis- ro ensure the long· term via.bilicy of all ecological raourcc:s. 

2 Army Corps regulations cstablhh a hicmchy amant vuiolll c:ompenQmry mitigatWn •n~tct;ic:$ in ,he rotlcJ.nnc order: 
(1) micie;auon bank ~~n.s; (2) m-ltcu fcc prognm crcd1U: (3) ptnnlttCC·rtspo:ucbl~ mnrg.mou u11ckr a wata-ilicd 
*Pproach; (•) pamint'lf:·tnponsible mittpLion through on·si•c and in-kind mitiprion, and (5) pcrmittCII> 
mponslblc mitipion through offojilcandfor out·of-kand mm~non. Nou.bly. the M•ugauon Stntqydoc:J a!low 
ror we of c1thcr approved conservation or miugation banlcs or an appro~d tn-lia;a fcc. and whtr~ d~rcfon co th~ 
elUent )"uth opttom uc wailabl~ chcy would be prcrcQbfc co cvf:n J pcrmctee:•rc.J90nS&blt wa1crshcd approach 
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including :r11 <1qu-:uk rr.sour::r. fimc:rions, .. vtrhin rJ-.e Plan Area 1r.rough. a eor.1.prchens:ve, mu~d
f¥c.:eted waLeJ:sl:ed approach to compcnsarory mi:ignion. 

ii. The Mitig~tion Strategy Employs a P·rc(erenc:c for Rcstura1ion as 
Favored by the Compensatory Mitigation Rule. 

As lkm.rccn rescoration, r:nh:mc::r:m~nr, :tnd c.;re3lion, Lhe Midgarion StraCCg}' states,. 
~r<:tCn::n~;c: fOr renouLiun of aquatic rcsour(.ts. \Vhr:rr:as tY".srn!"<l·ino i . ..: ~v~ilat,(~ in .,:1 ill:.lan<.:es in 
;.hich soils and hydrologic conditioru will support long· term viabiliry, natural topography can be 
~rm~uc..-cl. 3nd c-.vidcn'c jndicacc.s the hisc.:~ric.al prcscuc.:e of vt::rnal pvoh, bo1l·. enhancement and 
creation only m:1y be usnd 1n l:mirf':d drcum!>tancc:~:. 1\U quali~ing actions, fOr o:amp:e, IH\I$l be 
"Prrovt:d hy Placer <:Ounty on a casc-by-ca.se basis. ~1itig:::nioH S1rateg}· at 11. Simil.arly-. c:tc we of 
\'Gr:-ta( poo: c:rcatirm a~ .1 ~•rltcgytt'l mirigacc filr harm 10 aquatic r~sourc.:e fum.:t;ous w;.l Ut: 
:nin:mi?.cd. ~1it:gation Suatcgy af 12. Sud: appn.•ac.:h ~lll;r~h· j:; <..u11sist..:m widl. the Compensato~ 
Mitigation Rule, which state$ that "(r]estoration should generally be the first option conSidered 
lu.:auE~ the :ikcJihood o: success is great~r actd th~ :mp"'-<:ts to putCJ)t:ally .coojogica.:ly il"'t:porranr 
upi.Jnd:~ art: :-educed t:ompar~c..lto cstablishmcnc, and chc potential g3'ins :n te:-ms uf a.qu;uic resource 
:'"uncdons arc greater, c.:c.•mpace-:J to enlum<.:~meut aJ)J preservation." 33 C.f.R.. § 33:i..3\::~H2:•. 

iii. Out-of-Kind Miliga1ion is Permissible Under lhe Watershed 
Approach. 

Where 3ppropriate and prx.tia.bJc, r;ompc:ns;uory mit.igation ~!stons must be m;adc from 
.,., ~tl(olgical pcr~pccth~. Under thi:; appro ... d:, (h<.: b<.·;uiou, type. and i\mcunc ~F o:mp~nucury 
mitigation f(,lluws JT..)JH <1J1 &ualrtically-bas.cd Wi\t<:nh~d as.sC".'\.Sm~n• m a~sure: :J:.u the proposed 
mitigation srratcgy furthers the D"""/1 ccologic;al pcrfonnancc: and sunain.ability of aquatic resource 
funCtions wi1hin the wa<ershed. Su 33 C.F.R. 332 .5 \Ecological performance mnd•rd< "). It 
docs nOt rcquue r.h<lt ;;a Uticig-.nion ptoposa! tO apply a f~ed in-kind l~tiO 10 each typ-e of wet acre 
within a d-evelopment project. Traditionally, Lhis has res.:uhed in we•bnd types being severed from 
e:ac:, other in mitigation ph.uning so tltat the: integ_r<~.tecl iuw.::duns of more th.-n onr. w~rbuc! rypt. art: 
lost. F.vcn bctt.n·~ theComreusatory M~dg.-tron H.u:r., ch~ Cnrp.•? pr~fio:r~nCf: for in .. k:nd was merely 
that; a preference. 

The: Mitigation Stratcgy'J mcorpora.t!on of om· of. kind mitigation funhers rht Mstigation 
Rule's prim:uy focus on an ecological approach) As dcsaibed above. the Mitigation Stratq;y largely 
cmplo)'$ in-kim1mitivtiun ck~ncttls ;,, tcgaad to vema) pool cC~nsc:rvacion. Spc;<.·iflc:.atly. iOI"cach 
1.00 acre of vernal pool fill, 1.00 aetes of vernal pool must be preserved and at lean 0.75 acres of 
'-una! pool will be restored, enhanced, or created. with an addition•! 0.50 oaes of any w.:tland type. 
For aU other wet:an.;.h, the Mitig41.L!OII Swuegt pcrmlcs euhe1 !n-kind or nur-nf-klncl m 1ttg3uOn . 

.) Army Corps rfJUb·ions drfim:: "in-kind"' 2S ..... l't'liutiiU: or :a ~mllac $UU(lUf21<1nd funaaoml type to the tmpJacd 
reSOurce. • By conttut.. "'ouc-of-kmd DIC'-I.nJ 1: cdOu.r« o( a sa:nabr ttruw.araland funaionaJ cypc front~ i~ac:d 
rc10urce." )3 CF It §332.2 

D 

D 

D 



Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Final EIR
July 2014

Impact Sciences, Inc.
USACE # 199900737

5

6

Letter C

2.0-29

U.S. Army Corp• of Engineers 
DLJ...CESPK-RO-EIS-Commcnt<@usacc.army.mil 
Juno 10, 2013 
P>gc 5 

Such :1 scr:u.;gy noc on~y is :advant"a.gcocus hut a.IC"~o is n("C'~-sary unCa -a. W<\tl"nhf"d appro;~~r.h - which 
requir:::s gre:at.!l' flcx.ibHicy in site sdec.1ion 1'0 m~imiz.c: :;:(;ological ~uls ;111d ,w<:r:.ll w:~.C::!I'$h('.d 
li.:n<"tionality. This Cl~xihilily is d~<t.riy fll\·isianl!d by che Comp('nsacoty ,\-i.icigati<m R.11£:. 
Specifically, 33 C.F.R. S.ction 332.3(c)(2) mtes Uut •[i}f the district cngm= determines wing rhe 
\\":ltersht:d ;1ppro;u.:h in <ll..:~o:<.:n.Jam;c wi1J: p .. ragnpJ, (c} of this scccion thac C·Ut-of'-kind <:on•pc:ns:arory 
micigarhm will s~rvc chc aquatic. rc::scur'c:: nc::c:ds l)f du: Wctlcr:.h<.·J, t!u~ Jishi~...t cu~iu~·~:l JII<A}' autl1ud 1.e 
tb:: USC: of SU(.;;l l.l\11.-(.)f-killd <.:Orup('rL~:.t.COcy micigacion.•• 

And this fl~xil>ilily is mn limi·.(...J 1~ <-iuestiuns of iu Lnd or out-of'-kind. Un:l::r •h:: 
Compcn<atory Miugation Rule, a good mitigalion pl>n should "includcU the proteerion and 
m3intc:nan<..~ uf (.l!ri'C'nl'i..J I'~Souca-s, such ;,s J\OJ\· wetland rip~•i::.r. 2rc:a5 ~nc1 upb.nd1, when C~l)~:! 

r5ources clJntnbutt to or impruvc tin: overall coologit.:.JI func.doning of aquatic rtsourcc.s wilhin tht 
wotmhcd." 33 C.F.R. § 332.3(c)(2). Ultim•rd y, rhe "gn>l ... ;, rn m2in12in 2nd improY< the 
qu~Jiry and qunnriry nf :1(]\lMic: re.o;uurc:l!s ,_.,;cl,in W:1CCJ'$hcd~ chro•:eh scr3:tegic sd:t:tion cf 
compensatory mi<ig•tion siru." 33 C.F.R. § 332.3(c)(2). In adopcing tlus approach, the 
Maugadon Strategy rcOec" the ecolosac.l rcolity rh>t rhe inrcgrity of vernal pool wetland. is bat 
s1:Sl<t.iM-d wichb a lands cap~ of huge, ln(eN:()nnecle:i tcrrc~ltial •·,,t:;ClUrc.:s. ind udinc n(':on·v~rna1 pool 
and upl.and h:."it:H. 1\nd ir d<":c~ ~o in a m1nn~r chac noc only addrc::-ss~ Acmr Cor;ts ut.l Hc."t.lu,.s 
:·cqu:rcmc:'ncs, but also c:oncribuu::s ru d1:.: impmv..:nh.::11 ;wJ :-.u:i~<~.:o.._l,ilily ofb;o)o~ic.ll rcsou~c:s 
cb•HII:)luml \'XhA•crn f>Jac~r Count}'· 

iv. The Mirigarion Srr.ucgy Provides Suffitient De-tail for th~ Corps ro 
cotn.:fuJc tllxt w~d~Jid.; lhlp.t~!U wm B.co Adt:quudy Mirig~c~d. 

The Man~t>tion Smtegy is not merely a conceptual mudd but r.rhcr a de~ail<d plan that 
:mposc:'s spl!(·.iflc: rC'}IIircm:nn: 1'11\ ;>roj:cr.s within the: Plan Area chac ~a1l~1i~s bvcl,ll•t: Corp., 
Muigation Rule and ~F.PA. Among IU numcrow n:quirc:nu:nu:, the Mitigation Str.uegy includes 
the followmg: 

• Perm:tncnt mnKcrvaunn of l:ugc U:JCU oflll'ld with similar l:md <."Over. habnu, 
d.nd ao ·lcuklr::tl vdu:: w:ll be Jo~act:d oJ):.siu~ wilhin tlt~ RAA .. !vtidg;uion. Snategy a( 2. 

• All bnd de$i&nated for conservation will be acquired from willing ><lien in fcc 
: i:l<= :md/or ?rot::r:r:!rl rhmugh et.t3hHshmcnc of oon.scn":lcion t:asem::nts-. Miug:.~.uon 
5ttategy at 6, 13. 

• For every 1.0 acra ofland c:over ukcn, 1.35 acrc< of land will be <Onsc:rved and, 
·o rhl! fnllc.o;r ::x1<:n1 po~(i"lc. locaccd w!thin chc: R/\1\ .• tmpa~ls to annw.1: gJ·.ot:-.s:~nd. 
v.:rnaJ pool grasslands. and pa:nurt: la.u~s ~;,,.n be mitig .. ccd on existing oc cc:'sror;•blc:' 
graisland .. AJI orhc:r land cover imp<tcls may b::: IUitig<~lCd ou ~ny nacuraJ or scmi-nacurof 
~~nu widaiJI the R.AA, $pecific~11y including ~griculcural land. Mu~g;niou .Slut~ :.11 s~G. 
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• Mhit..ation for w-etland areas at the time ofimp:u;t will he S11hjecLtO a finding of 
ha<clinc con.<isccncy with land co>-cr con die ions.., of 20tJ~ill (b..,od "J>Oo l009 LIDR 
and 2011 air phocos), whkh requires vorious, specific findings and which cmbloshcs a 
comparison of rcsouro::s~ Mitigation Strategy at 8 ·9. 

• Fr.r (.1Ch. 1.00 a.cr::r of vernal rnol takC'. 1.00 :teres t.~f ·;~m:tl poul will hr; 
preserved. For ~ach l.OO ac.:res of nke of :my uth..:r w<.:danJ typt:. 1he pr~.s~n-ation 
rc(luir::.m'-.:nt JU<i}' l1;; mo.:t l,)· pt¢S(;l"•'i:,~ 1.00 a.,;1cs of any w<£and type without rrgacd for 
i1:-kind micigarion. The prc:secv;ni.o!l rc:<:uic<:'m<:'IU (or opC'u W<~tC'r may be mr.t chrough 
prcscrv>tion of 1.00 acres of open water or any wetland type for c.ach 1.00 acres of oake. 
Mitip.tion Strategy at 9. 

• For each J .00 a~res of vern:al pool tU:e, 1.25 acres of com~nsatory \IN"tbntl$ ~II 
be r~:.turcd, <:'~thauccU. OJ' crcarC'd: indnrl:ng ~ minimnm (')f n:.t::> :u:rr.t> C'lf vernal pool and 
no more than 0.50 acres of other '""d>nds. Forcach 1.00 acres of oake of any other 
._ .. ·eth:J:J type. the comp~nsatOI}' r~sctJrati·~n, enhan":~men• .. :~nd cea•ion rcquircmcnc 
may b~ Jn~t by rc:sLariug. enl.a.al.cin~. ;..nd/or creatmg L:o;') acr:-.s of ""Y wetbncl•ype 
withouc regud for in-l<incl mitig;•rion. TI,r: (:Orop:n~•ocy •·cquir:menc fo:- op~n water 
ll•:.ty be meL tlu'Ough res:corat:on. enhnnc.em¢nt, (lc c.:r:o;;u lun of 1.25 "'":n:o; (lr up~u waLCJ 

or an}• weclancl ryp~ ;~,r ~:~<.::1 1.00 ac.:n:"' of t:J<c. Mitigation Scrategy ac 10. 

• Conscrvalion cffon.s will include preservation and in some insrances 
enhanccm<:nt of cxi:lting high quality v<:rna! poo~s. w:th rc:scora(lon S<";rYir.g rr: prcn~ct 
and restore vema! pool complexes or the levels of the lands""pe and local wormhcd and 
tO muiga.te [tit tC:$0UtCC'S lost. TI\C' USC" of VC'ma) pool ('U;ition At :II Arr:ut:gy rn mlll~IC fclr 

:ost rcoourc-cs v.ill b:-. rr.inimh.c:<"l. :vfirig.:r~jon SLr.ltc:S)• lL 11-12. 

• Wcdand preservation. restoration, enhancement. and creation shall be 
a('compani.::<:l by chc: 3Ssod3cc:d uplands and hydl'oJoA_V nr.c::$s~ry m ,..,,.r~in lo':'!g-1~rJn 
viabjlicy in a natural or rr$cOr¢:ill":nvironnt:nr:l1 c;.l":ttinc. Tfl m:nimi7.c edge effects from 
~ilj~n:nr orh:.tn ~:1.L M1h11rhan land. vernal pools ~haJl be no dus~r 1hcm 2.50 ;~c:t l'rom 
ex.ist:J1g or planned urb;m or snbnrh:tn .:lcvdorur.cn: or localed such that ad~qu;ue 
:~~·(lrolo.gy can he m.1imaineC in tl:c event of fucure devdoptn~J:t. The minimwn al'ea 
(or a vernal pool conSI!rvarion $he is 200 acr-es, providtd the site is not contiguous with 
other rucrvc lands. Mitiplion Strtttgy at 12. 

• Mitlgarion will he accompanied by an dfccdvc mQnitoring and adaptive 
nl~ll:lf;C:m:".nt cm~r:Jm jn t)TC.it:r 10 c.:niUCC U.c SUC.CCSS of mitigacion c:ffi:>TLs <111J IIC.:· U<:'( loSS 
of •q~ti~ funccion3. Miti~ation Suatcg a.t 11 . 

• Credits from approved conservation or miLigaliOn banks or In -lieu rces also may 
be wed to meet required mitigation lewis. Mitigaliou Strategy at 7, 13. 
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• In some ltmitcd inst•nces. out·ofeounl)' muig•uon m•y be >llnwcd th .. me<u 
the b:ol"'lc:.l tmcnt of the Mtug•uon Str>t<£)' Muigation Smtqy at 7-8, 13-14. 

• Snc--spccific avoidance and mtnoma.auon meuurc:s for pracrving and cnhanarlf; 
crnial, on-site :,aqu.J.&i~ funcuons also uc tncorpoDied. The Pbn Area inc:orpor.u.a a 
709-aac OpC'n ~pao:: an::a ..l:aL restotts bi~Lori<: h~ b:t:at li nbges :~nJ l-..1bicat <::.ualicy 
throu&hout thcl'l•n Aru Spccilie arcuthat exhibit habiat ck:sndation throu&h 
h:~t<.:m.: l;tH.l l.bc h:avc- be~:t (d~ndfied .-nd WI'U he": enh:l nced cnda the Speafit. P'~n. 

Thu1. chc Mlttg;uion Strategy provides .suffiacnc dctoailto demon.Rntc it mccu chc 
rubnantive requin:menu of the Mi~ation Rule. The Mtugation Stntqy's compliance with NEPA 
foO.,.,. in tum. Srr ThmDr< R-~11 c.-n.wli#n P•~ip •· s.luAr, 616 F.3d 497,517 (0 C. 
Cir 2010) (""The ptU<XJu,..J IC\jWtcmmts ofNf'.PA dn not fiucc a(;C1tciCS to m•k<: dcLat!d. 
:mC:-.:mgraLk t;~it~uion pl-....ru for lcfll:· krtrt dc,dc-pmcnrs. "'); 3ICC :1lso /.J.. \By ,;eu.ing fo. th both 
ru.cd micigarion rr.c-~rc$ aJtd aJt e~d~tive r:u.nagcmc,nr pl:1n, the Rcrord of Decision 2C'\}'Jy fulfiUs 
~EPA's mand.uc to dt..cUU m111puon mca.surc:1 We Qn rcquarc no more. ). 

2. TI.c: Pbn is Ocsisned to Minimlle lmr•as to Aquatic Farurcs. 

The EIS d<=rohe• thoroughly the cvaluatton conducted by the Corps relative 10 tl"' 
fc:astbility and pr•<tiubtliry of ofT-sotc and on-sue ah<rnJIIVC$ to avoid tmp><t> to wetl>nds, all of 
which satjsf'iell 11.~ tct.JLiilcmc-ncs ofl\f~l'A .md $upplh~.t the infu:c.tc:c.ln nc:~dc:..: fut· tl1e: (.;oJp$ (0 
H•alu: a L(;.DFA dt:rr:rn.,inuiuh "' Lhc dmc ofROJ) :utclrr;nr .. But h \,a~ tacncion;ns al~u that Lha.t 
the Plan itself lw b«n daigncd to minimir.c imp>ea rhrous}> "Law lmpa:; l).,.elopm<nt 
Su-uc;g~: In p.antaJI.~.r, the. A.to. rdkc.t a rr~menMu... Jron. unden..J.en ln ~us of con.,Wwton 
~~tl• Ute: Corps and f~P.4., ro rr.irtito:,.c i:nraa:s to aqU"acic rcso·.an:cs it• the Plan Art• thrnnt;h tlw. 
csubluhment of JI}'IJ<m of tnterconn<aed open •P•~ b1><d upon linur feuurcs The!< C<><ndors 
arc central to the preserve dc.sigJt, promote: connectivity of ~tc.-s and ~'3.tenhcds. :avo1d lSoiaung 
wetlands and dr>inagcs, •void natur.al occurring wctbnch over those cre><cd •niActally and/or 
:legtaded rhr.:•tgh !tgm:ulrur,,t man•pularion ot ot!1cr lruman modificatu::n, and !''01\'HHC: a..vo:cilnce 
df:r:ir:nc:y hy maximi1jnr, wetlands ~rfokfe<.lpc:r tl1t~ open spac.~ ;~~rca. 

·rhe fnmcwork for ckvc.lopina the Plan's on·tttc noidancc and m1mm11.;atinn mca.sura wu 
bud on the prinorals and rccommcnd.uion•sct fonh in "A Proposd Methodology for a "R.&ional 
LEOPA" Octcrmonallon· Permiuins under CWA Sca:on 404 m Wcncm Pl•<%r C.ounl)l" 
(Vcndlinslti Aprd 6, 2006). Vcndlin.lci propoJcS • methodology for csubhslung • rcgton.al Ia.• 
cnvimnmcnully damastns p..aicahk ahem>tivc • (LEOPA) for the PCCP This methodology" 
~on the u<:umption t.l-at '" ... ~ r~iun:al t'OJas-erv.uiOJ) ~trn·cg Is (Pt1ot~ronmcn[ally supc:riur 10 t3t 
p:act:ce of frojcct·lt"·c:l u:lLlgr.a.L:o":"l ... A key prcr.1:~ nf cht propos¢d merhoJoblo)' is Lhu 
"EOI>blishing • rc&ion•l Ll'.OPA with • system oflu,<, conneacd eonscnr•tion reserve areu under 
the PCCP alloW$ the rtgul.ncd communary to comply a:a a whulc with avo:dancc r(.qu:rcmcnct of the 
Federal Gtddtnc> pr<>mul)\at<d under CWA §~M(h)(l). " A second key a$Sumption 11 th>t 
"' •.. avojdtt.ncc- w:th..in tht. de:vdopme:n: envelope is 1iJalt~U tu llltC<lm oorrid<~r set h:tckJ, w~tlanth 
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adjac:enc to murru, and Low lmpaa Dtvdopmem Suarcgics (LIDS) incorpor>ted into projeu 
design . ' lltese a\."'tdznce str:ucgjc:s are focused on r'l"iti~ting ne~tive im~2eu tn w~rer '!u;aliry "nd 
~u:F.l..:::¢ •.-ntter n.1nolf' th3t c:r::-.ur '"·ith w.uer~hc:d dtveloprnenr." 

'L he ir:tp1icacion is rh:1t im plemenr.1tion ,,r a ~c.i;:n• iflc:ally-b:ueci ''.:"ln.~erv.uion srrarcty v.ich 
<t\'Oicl;~flot, followed by minir:lizatioJ: measures ch.ro·Jgh LIDS and 1t.;: scc<:.am s~(b:tck~ way pruvh(<' 
the 1n«h;mism ro ass•1r<: oo:npl1i\nce wi•h ·h~ ;.wuicl:cm:~ :-tud. miuuni:t.:nicu :c~1ui:ccn~ms ofSea:icJn 
1()1();)(1} c.;,.~i<.idiucs fOr che e11cire Pl.1cer Viney.-.rds De:-."¢loprnenc Are-'. W'hil~ rl-:e VcnJiimki 
paper wo< developed for the PCCP, the general principles apply equally as well to large scale specific 
plans such as Placer Vtncyud<, a.< further discus<ed in Pw«r Vmeyards Spmfic Pfttn A'fuatiC Rn•urres 
Qualitative Aummrnt and Avoidance =tl Mintmi<att•n Srrat'XY and Crit.,U, (AECOM, July 3 
2008). 

The Appliant opplied the buic mue~n- <et forth by Vendlinski for the Ploccr Yineyords 
Spcdfic Plan co dr:r<::rmine •h:: signJI1C.\hCt (.1~ atf\l:ltic r~~Ql)t(:f.C: rre~e:nl wilhin che: plan a:-ca in ccrm.~ 
of the ovcroll aqu•tic ecosymm considering f.1ctors such u: 

• 
• "1'1->c C.iffic.u)c)' ~f p:esef'!ing :t.e f Jnccion of th¢ ;tqUillic rt$ource; 

• 11lC' ability to ptC'SC'IVC' the primary funccion ofthe resource in the w.nenhed; 

• The: f~esl pcrmahcht impac;u to aquatic tesourc;tso 

• The: fewe.sc temporary imp~Cl$ ro <\<.)U.Atic resources; and 

• The ftwesc sec:ond:uy permancnr impacts to aquatic rcs.ourccs. 

Based on these avojdanc.e and minimiz..'\tion principl~. the Plan c-mph.u:t1..cs the prc.«rvat.ion 
of wee lands ad.jaccnc co ?timacy channels wichin tl-:-:: sub-\vatersh-::ds vf the PJan ~~ th<tt are ill good 
ro -:::t:c:::ll:::nt oon:.iition, h:tvt: c.;:.>•Hit:Uivil}· with ad;;~:.:eut wedand.c:lwalfJ'!.. aud can b.: jndudcd in a 
huffcrcd. contiguous corridor. The Applicant Jetc:cmint;:d thou ch<:: wt:tl:uld$ within 1.he~e an:<L~ W('u:d 
bt: the mv-'l vi.tblt: lo l(;nm of ct:l<liniug wt:da.nd fum.:liuJis. jt~~C the moSl ben~fKiat in maint.,ining 
\Y<ltcnh:::d Funetion:s such as Hood control. w:tt;r qu~;ty. v:ru.l wildlife haLltat. ...Jue. "ll.e alfu~.?ti~ 
rtwurcc; a.vd.d.c-d ;,r,ud pr\.':$Crvcd. i11 1.hc pLat• uca were dtos.en bas.:-d on their g~ne:.il <".ondirlo:L, 
hydrologic connt:(.;tion. <~:nd a~ili1.y cu ?mvidt: t:Qtuiflued bellef:I.S w the o,•eralt watc:sh~d ~nd vlill ~e 
fu:·lher benefited by th~ Proj~c.r·c;. p:opo~c:c1 UD .c:rr:~regic:c;.. 
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3. Commenu on th< Draft Regional Genua! Permit. 

a. Cqmmmu on 7"""'s of AuthoriutitJif. 

i. Scqjon 1 This proviJion should refer only 10 •notifie:uions,• nor tO 

• ;;,pplic:ulotJs." tc sf•ould a.J.so provt~c:: tbu an a.;dvuy well he dc<:mcd. authoritod if th' Cf)rp* hit~ fi') 

:cspond within che idc:n:i;eU ·i5-day pccioJ. Alsc. plc:-d.Sc darify rh:'tc ncnificni•m to d·:e tJSF\Y/S will 
nccur withill Gvc ~S) b1.ninc:ss day~. oc rhat lt c.:sn he effe<.:ted by Lhe avpli~.clnc. l.ikc:: mhc:r cc:s inn:.d 
general permilS, the aurhoritation may be issued by rhc Corps subftct ro USFWS enmpl<tion ofirs 
appendage proccu. 

ii. Scqjon 2. h can no( be predit~cd :n this 1imc how the infrastructure 
.,yjl! be phas.cd. whic-h 3ppJiC'ant will tl<' fht: ('nMrmr.rinn, ('If whether :m appliant will rcquit( a 
Se(HlC<llt 10-i p('rmic. Tr IS ~lo;() po~.~ihJt: lh:u sccmcncs (",f infras:rut.'tUCe may IJ~ ~i)I1$(C JCleJ hy PJaccr 
County or oome other pubhc agency, which should be able ro rely upon rhe RGP. Morcov<r, the 
individual p<rmn applicarions for rhe Placer Vineyards propcnies do""' include rhc impaa acrngcs 
lor any h~dc.brme infrascru.:tur~ co be conscrm:recl Oh t; C.l'Se pn)pcnics. The indiv·idual pc:Cittil 
app1ications wiil not bt used to authori?..e Oackbonc infra.suucrur~. 

111. Section 3. Dc:lece thi1 condition. The Corps should retain muimum 
l1~;cji,j(jcy i11 cC'SpOJHiing CO an}' ovc::ror.ighf:( thM !"'I""Y UtA:Ur durin~ llC Jcvc)oyl\l~t'H of th¢ 22 pcrmics 
thac are now under consideration. 

iv. Se<:tion 4 . Spedal conditium ~hollld be H1niLed lO those nc:eded to 
comply wirh rh< Muicarion Smtq;y as ir is finally approved. 

v. Ssqjoo S. Please clarify that the ume pcnod for au1horiution is 
satisfied if an applicant comm~nces or is under contract to commence the proposed work .. C¥en if che 
aaivi<y is not compk1ed uruil 1hc following 5·ycar t<rm of rhe RGP. Thar is, please dcvdop 
grandfather proVJston) similar to tho~ c.stablished for NWPs. The pcnod should commence upon 
completion of the-iS..day review period, whether the Corps notifies or not. 

vi. Sccrjon 7. Exisring 3Uthoriutions should be permitted to proe«d tO 
completion provided they are under construction or under contract to construa. 

b. CommenlS on G~rJnal ConditioN. 

1. Condi:ion 1. Thi~ c(Jn.:-Jiriun. i .. t('H.'J opcn~cndcd. The .:;Qndltion 
should b<:: dd<::cerl1 he:c.::uJ,o;c:: Special C(mditi(m 5 already rc:::f~rs cc th~ PmgnunluaLic Ag:e-e:n<':lC char i~ 
now under devdopmenr for rhe plan area. C.ompliancc with rhe PA should be all rhat is rcqui1ed 

D 



Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Final EIR
July 2014

Impact Sciences, Inc.
USACE # 199900737

8

9

Letter C

2.0-34

US. Army Corps of Engineers 
DLJ..,.CESPK-RO-EIS-Commenu@w>ee.army.mil 
June 10,2013 
Page 10 

ii. \.nndirjr.[l_A Th~;r,:~ :orr: fiJI acrivhie:il. \Y/h-at t:laintcnancc a-:ti·virit1> 
41.rc rc:quirc<l and ior wha: pdiod? "Ibs rcq\•irerncnc is in:.pproprlil.t("; fOJ 3 pmjecr ofLhis :\:lLUre.. 

This wiU be: an :l<".ti\·~ r.o:l:<cru~tion ~ire. for many yeJ.r~ co come. }\.lso nocc chat che appiJ<anc rn::ty :•ot 
b~ Lhe OWtl('f or tl·.c pror('rC}• In rn:"tr y in.(l";101"t".( fill will ht: l'.lUlduct~1 hy dcvdopcr A(\-!'\ prnp<:It)' 
owned by developer 8, all •ubject to • ri~;ht of >CC<JS. 

ru. C"'Amdir~t)!) R. P1cai~c dd-ct<:. This RGP is p-are of a broad<:r pzogr~m 
of ,,h:vdOJ.IIl.'.C'I\: dn\L bas been fUlly cvalu!ltcd in (h~"'; F.TS. Thi~ c.mdi.::inll wuuld ~l'C<U~ irr<;So:vablc 
con~tJUC(ion-rd.Jc(';d logi~~i~ .. d prnblcr.u. Ic docs not appear cob~ approprittt¢ tOr (I: prognm or this 
nacurc. 

iv. Condlcbn 11. Same comment as that provided ~n Co:td~t:on R. 
TI,i~ re(luircrocnc is noc appropri:nc tOr~ projcc.c of thi): ualure. 

v. C:oJulitbu 12. Same C()mment as that provided ~n Condic:on 8. 
Thil": l"t';<luircrnC"ut is !\(ll jt;)propriaoc for a projcc.c of chis n:1ture. 

vi. Condjtjon 11 Pic= include appropri>tc rr:fcrences to in-lieu fcc 
program. 

vii. lp Gcpc!JI. Some of the BMP< indudccl herr: may not :o!W>ys be 
pnctiCllblc (e.g .• road aossings. rcnoration of tcmpomy fills, nature of fill material<). We look 
Forwt~rd to cnndttcting a Kvi~w b)• our civi! cngincns and J'Yl~<:cing with y<u• ft ,nhr;c m ce:!im: th<::s<:: 
condirion.s. 

4. The Corps Should Rtvise h• Oiscuuion of Speci:ol Status Species to Reflect Cutrcnt 
Regulations. 

a. Sp.rial Suttw Dtjin11ion 

The definition of"spcei:ol-status" appe>ring 2t Section 3.4.2.10 (page 3.4-12) is in><XUnte. 
Specifically, ~ recommend deletion of the fourth bulkt item, which tuds: 

... Spmn thm mut "" tkfi,.,nam of Rar<, Thronened. DY Endan:n-ed und<Y the Califomia 
Environmental Qv•lrry Art (CEQA) (S1111e CEQA G.uMmn. Smion 15380) 

That language typically is interpreted 10 extend covcugc to pl2nt specie.< that, although not 
identified by either the U.S. P1ili and Wildlif¢ SeM<>: or the Cal ifornia Department ofFish ami 
Wildlife as d.e..o;<:rvin~ nf",!:pedal-litatus"", ue id<:mific-.<1 :.:s 5-uch o!"'ly hy the: c:~tili>r:1ia Native Pla:u 
Sociecy. 
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We propooc '"bslit .. uon of w foliowing langw.gr-

. Sptnn of txpmuJ twNtrVttn'n inrnm ""'~" th< US Fuh •wi Wt/Jiift SMI~<t "'tJ,, 
c.J.fonu• Dt,."-"' •f Fuh •wl flfi/Jhft 

Purthtr, the EIS should roe<>gn~>-< :leu th< Sauamca:o Office of the U.S. fis.'> and Wtldhfc 
:i<l'lit< has al>arn.l<>nc<Jtftt UI>O of til<: ltffil "$pccits of concun' (>et uhi'-'it A). 

Aua.:b<d •< Exhtbl< B 11 a proposed suhsnntnnn fm '" T ,bJc 3.4·3 (page 3-~-1~) b.,ed on 
our propo>«i rcvhion IU tlte EIS"t dcfinirion of·special •tarus" •nu upU.<i•>& me"''"' rtpos~d for 
uch sp<cics 

Au-.~hcd "' E.xlubit cIS il prOposll"d ,,,bsriutunn rnr T:thl,- 3.~--4 (p.a~c 3.4·15) bucd on 
:E'!IIOvillg founcr:y·~t:!oignntcrt rr.clt'r~l "spe.:~ico:~ of con:cm ... ad dine "BirW of Comc::rva: il)fl (~mcern" 
(l>ccauk they"" 1hc subject nf"upr<"cd oonscrvauon tntercst" 10 1hc US. Fish .tnt! Wtldltfe 
Service see (Exhibn 0 )), and upd.utng the mutS reponed for each species 

d Tht SptttAI s,..,,., Sttnifimnu ThrnhaiJ ShoulJ be Rn.11<J 1<1 Rtj/t<l C..mnt 
H.ttulari•m 

'!1tc Biolost<al Srgulfican« Thruhnlds found in Sccrron 3.4.4.1 (page 3.4·30) should be 
rcvi>ed 10 rcOcc1 r.guluory terminology Spccrftcally, chc fom bullcc iccm currently .... .,. chat the 
Propolt'd Ac:tion or ICJ alrnnanvts WClu!d resuh in ~~J1ificam: effccis on bio!ogicaJ rc.sour(ej; lf lhcy 
would: 

.. h•w • •w~•r•nt••l•tl•~nt t{ft", ttrhrr tlmct/y or thf11ugh h•btUJ ....ltfit•rion. •n •I<] tptntt 
itlcntifi<tl., • caJiJ.r., stltllttw, 71.n.tUnrtl. Endarrtcrol. othnwi~< prot<cwl. or rp<tiJ·IIIUUI tp<tiu, 
., tlu CDFW • tltt USFWS 

We r~uunc:ld rh~t rhc: unddi.n~::d ct.rm · sen.siti\'('• he- dckced, and ;h:lr "' .. . :<ped:a.st~lu.S 
species, by the COfW or chc U~f-ws· be rcplaud by "of cxprcsscd conscvauon inccrcsccoetthcr 
dtc U.S h•h and Wtld.lrrc ScM« or 1he CaMomr> Ocparrmenr of F"!Sh •nd Wildlife" in order co 
mirror the dcfiniuon of·,pcci<~l-nanu. • 

c. Lfft<tt •• F•,l,r•liJ I"'"' l't.IU .y..nn 

We'"!,..., thac Mtugauon Mea.<urt Rl0·3 (pace 3 4·53) be revised co c!uify thac pco1ocol 
'""'C)'I for fcdtnlly l111cd plane sp«><s • re ""!"'red co be conducccd only where sunoblc habna.c u 
pmcm fot •U<.h <p<Cocs 10 a'·oid ""nca""ry liuurc sum;ys u follow>: 
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Prior t() •It] rrountl tlisrurb41W ;m lAnds that coma in JUit'able babjqt for fedsnlly listrd 
olaot species and_th.t:t havt not bunlWr11tytJ for ftdn.IJ,-liJftJ piAntsptrin~ • prtJUJcol SUrvt] u..zO bt 
rompkttd by • iftUiifittl biokixill d11rinx thr bkiomrnx suson to drtrrminr wluriNr thr sp«in ttrr prnmt 
within th• '"'4 of l'flll"d disturbanct. if thr sprdn ~" Nl ducDvrmi. II() .forth" t1Cli011 is reqJUmi. 

5. The EJS Should be Rcvucd to Corrccdy Renect thc Wcrbnd Tmp>tt1 of the 
Alternatives 

Our review of the EJS indicate& lha[ it ovcrnatc.s the wetlands avo1dancc: that would be: 
achi"'ed by altc:rnativ~. ~shown below, the EIS appcns to conu.in twO a.cc.gorics of erro[$, Firs!, 
<he acreage of addotional wetland• thor would be avotdcd under four of <he 6ve alttrnath-cs {i.e., I I, 
12, #3, and '5) has been signiflcandy ovcrmrcd . In addition. bccaUJc all of tho•c wetlands also 
represent potcndal habitat ror lined aquadc invcncbratcs. we would cxpcc.t those: acrc~cs co agree: 
wirh those di~euucd under "I mpaer 810-2". H owever, those acreages ha"" also been significantly 
ovcJSmtcd for three of the five >lt<m•uva (i.c.,l2, 13, .. nd 1 5), although by d ifferent :unounu. ln 
addition, che incremental inc.rcasc.s in uplands char would be "voided under rwo of rhc: altern.aUvcs 
{i c., 13 •nd #5) have also been signrfoc.antly oversea ted. The oppropriate ••lues for open spate ond 
wedand impacts arc reported in the revised tables 3.4-8 and 3.4-l l, below. The revised ublcs were 
conmuetcd by querying d irectly ECORP's internol GIS dOlob.,e in order to conform/verify <he 
surcmc:nrs made: and/or the acreages reported in the OEIS. 

D 
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lmi!!:rnal EIS lncon.tiua~cir.s 

lmpaa/Miliglltion 
810-1 

(Wcwnclt) 
DEIS ECORP 

Property li b Hodel 
Uplands Newly Avuidcd; 17 15.5 

Wcdwds Newly Avoided: 4..1 2AGS 

Property 13 JlttrOV'ICh 

Uplands Newly Avoided; 5 4.2 

Wcd>tlds Nc:wly Avoided· 28 I 47) 

Property tiG Molkr 
Uplands Newly Avoided; 48 39 
W(.'tla.nds Newly Avoide.i: 4.9 3.l8 

Property #17 Culley 
Uplands N ... iy Avnided: 2 1.2 
Wed.mds Newly Avoided. 0.1 0. !4 

Property #23 Fong 
Uplands Newly Avoided: 19 0 138 

Wrtlands Ncwlv Avoided· 2 0. 151 ·-

lmpxtl~itigation 
BI0-2b 
tAtotu•ttc 

ln~'Cnebratc 
Habin!) 

DEIS ECORP 

17 15.5 

~5 246R 

5 4.2 

2 I 473 

48 39 
~.1 3.18 

2 1.2 

0.1 014 

19 0 138 
4,1 0 151 

l'cx:. the ~nr.ra] or 1: 1(': :.~::rc~gt',\. U'\t'd h~ :he' FJS tbu arc intcnckd (0 r~Ar;d r:t~ :n(::'t"ff.t"ntal 

benefit of an alttrnarivc appc:u to be ovcrmwl. T i1e ""'""'es highliglucd in yellow below reflcol 
acrczees used in the ElS that are ;ncn-r.s islt"nl with ECORP't revit';w of fh.r; tmdcrlying GIS d;u.ah2Se. 
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u s. At my Corps ur Engtneen 
OLL-CESPK RD EIS..COmmcn~ . .rmy.mtl 
June 10.2013 
Poge 14 

fJS IQ9lnll!fenQS.LW1th f.CORP Daubm 

.-----.---~----------.--------.----.--------

Propcny I I b Hodd 

Propel!)' 13 P<troYrch 

PropcnyfiG Moller 

Prol""rtY •17 c;ullcy 

Propcny f23 fonc 

UpbnJ. ~<Wiy Avoaded. 
Wcd•nds N ..... ly A.ordtd 

Uplands Newly Avoadtd: 
Wetland. Newly Avoided. 

Upland. Newly A.oidtd 
Wccbnd. Na.-ly AvoidM. 

Upl>nds N<Wiy A.oadtd: 
Wcd•nd. N<'AlY A.oidtd· 

Upl•nd. ~-lr Avordtd 
Wcd.ndo N ..... ly fwoided. 

l•pKtiMir;p.tioa 
610-1 

{Welhnds) 

DEIS ECORP 

17 
4 I 

5 
2.8 

<(8 

4.9 

2 
0 I 

19 
2 

15.5 
2.468 

4.2 
1.473 

39 
3.18 

1.2 
014 

0.138 
0.151 

l .. pan/Mtupuon 
810-Zb 
(Aqutic 

I nl"CJU.bn tt. 
Habr10r) 

OfJS ECORP 

17 
2S 

s 
2 

48 
4.1 

2 

0 I 

19 
4.1 

ISS 
2 46H 

4.2 
I 473 

39 
3.18 

1.2 

0 ·~ 
0.138 
O.ISI 

-
liCORP'• rc•rcw tndratcs dur Tabl<> 3.<(-1, 3 <(.2, 3.~·8, and 3.<(.JI >hould ai>O be rntkd 

n •• nblu bel--·· (()I\IUUC!<d by queryrng drra:tly ECORP'• inrunal GIS daub»e tn order 10 

:;Qnflrm the acrc~"<S r•J'Oftt<l in rb: UI!IS. These.,,.,. should be ;<>ncctt<! to I"'nni' a more 
xcurate comparison of the ahururi~ 

D 
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Tahls 3 4. I Projs;cr Sire Habitat Typc;t {xr(sl 

Hahi11t Tn>< ~r:RR';uig ~~b~!iU &live oa 
Propr-niu with Active. ft:Lmil Ap;pli,asi.:tns U~ludioc 

Pumit Applications SMl 

Sasonal Wc:tl.tnds 81.5 llo6U 

Vernal l'ools 32.5 ~u 

Sneam/l,ond 49.3 -hSLll 

Marsh/Ripatl'-0 39.1 H6.l 

Oak Woodbnd/Oak SavaN\ah 65.5 +.aU 

Annual CranJ.nd 2123.7 ~lll!ll.Z 

Agncuhurall.and 1330.3 ~ 

Roads/Other Swfaces 22.0 ~26_8 

Total 37~H ~.li8M ... 

Im! 

3HW 
4Hru 
~~ 

~ 

~:&!i 

34n.-9~ 
D 

+44ri.illl!.l 

~ 

SH+.35224.7 
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Tabk '1-2l'rotrcJ Sjtc Waters ofrbc US 

Propc:rt:iu widaoas, ~3 ll6 
Wa1cn of d>c U.S. PR>pcnia with AcriY< Pqmj1 Appliqripm OMgdjog 

P~rma1 ADOI~tiont SJ>A) 

llmrsaai~:tDil ~ail,ull 

Vcm>ll'ools 32.5 ~M 

I s..-aJ W<tland ~· 4 
1.4 

Scuonal Wcdand Swalc 12 7 H 

S...Onal Mann 0.2 0.0 

Pond 18 s 5.4 

Orainoge Swalc 2.1 0.0 

Bh~s:riu~ ~&ubnib -
CaJ1..JI011d> 1 s 06 

Crccl< 6.0 I 0 

Ephcmcn.l Sucam ~.1 0.0 

lntcrm•ttent Suam 17 8 00 

Channd I.S 0.0 

R"wne Swonal Wcd>n<U 2S.3 ~l.J. 

Rl\'<rone Sc:uonal Mwh 0.6 ~ 

Rr.-c:nnc l'crcnn.W Mush 0.6 o.o 
Ttllai 16.0 ~H~W 

Ialll 

~.}U 

~2 8 

16 I 

02 

n9 D 
2 I 

2.1 

70 

4.1 

17 8 

1.5 

~ru 

uu 
06 

~.w.J. 
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Table' 4 .. 8 Pmpsw;sl Anion and Al·(rn1tlvtt lmpa&.11 to Wat(D ofthc L'mtsd StjtQ Yoal 

T.W 

0. I • • ~ 
()o.S"O< oa;.s;., o;,.., -. .... ,_~ 

,_ ,_,. 
"'1'"1"4 ...,_ 4Sll 709 liS I 4.2 I "'-' 
~o An.o" 
AJrHtMU1o't 'm ltH • • 0 

A:~ ':vt I ~ ~Zlll NUlJll:l u ++"llll 

A:t(fftl!l¥1.· 1 ~16 ;to+> ill ~.lllJ H WH.I.I.6J 

Ail• f~I!WC J w~ ~ -lll!.l 4.2 *""WJ 

AuMttrvc: 4 ffiiOW2 ;4"lll ~.LW! u HH.1.W. 

A.:l• UUU\'f S 4\lH)\ll 911YZ1~ ++HJ..WI u O+'H.IJ.Z..j 
<.:omb.I'Cd I >+MlllG.J 
Ait .. :::N"' Hlil'l'l #oNlllLI thf'MI. s H 

Table :}.4.11 V$1.nal.P,.,oJ l n~r~n.cbra~r Aqm1ic Hebtrat Dirca lm~ru (:u:rul 

:r.w 
oll'Wid,~Da~t g.: ~~.: OJr:.U !D':. AJu.ma.tM i,;;;;;:~ 

Pr.,.-1 

""""" 4Sl1 71J'J nz 26 998 
SoAal(lft 

I /J;ct .... fW )277 19.)) 0 n 0 

Alc~~:r~t••i-v( I •"iuiCaot ~zu 947 1.6 ?73 

AJtaUb¥t 2 4-~1:UJ.6 mru 9H~U 2.6 ~ru 

-..... ... ) ....... ~ ~ ~ 2.' ~ 
~ ..... ". ... ~ mz.u "·' l.G ,7 

AJo.cttu """s 4S~+Uil ~m ~~ 26 99+7}.2 I c.-~m • ..~ 
Me<_:~ I 
:h- s WU:I!I ~~ 26 ~JZJl 
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6. Other Comments. 

We have. atlachcd to thislctccr as Exhibit Eothcr specific com menu in table format on the 
Draft EIS. 

Smcxrcly, 

\z... ( d ;IJ ' 
R.a~ll---

RCM/CHC 
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S!)t(les ofOlnwn 

Species of Concern 

Solael of Concern le en lnkwmllll..-m. It il n04 ~ in tM ledtrel E~ 

Sc>ec:iH Ad. The term corrmonty refers to species thiC are dedirWig « CIPMf to be In 

need of CIOnMr'Vtlion. 

Many _.,;os and O<Voni:o-• mointoin lio!S of awisk specie$. (See-bor) 

TheJe .... proll'ick tuenwlllnbrmltion blend ~~ pleming end 

CCW\MNation effort&. 

Auoiding Listing 

n. bnl wtt; to help et·.-.IIIP*C»" •• to hlfp thtm ...covet betcwt lhey clldnllo lht 

point where they need b'mll pt04edion. 

W! tate an &dive role .mh <U l)&rt.ners. ~IS and othet k•301rla •able 
people &o ldonlify ond conaervt Ntt611ive JP«M11t ~fy reaearch needle'Kt Mil 

~foftec:O\Iery. 

0.. P•docrahies Prggram I 1 J JmiHpmolm 9C!O¥rH)•dneHH99 ttnl PfO'Adn 
gl'lt'l:& and othet asa:ittal'lOI to ~II and~ ~gag.cl in loci&. prMlt, 

vcANory oontervchon effolts. ThiMs t.an •ndl.de OOR5Cf\'-'beln of Ol·rlsk ~-

s 7 a I granta fbnp Jttrtr« twa ppytrnldwtttlfndtoptrt@(ln!a($§ 9'WU hiDI)IO 

~ and 1ef"ritories etn be used for unlisted species under habitat QOO.Si8!)Jtjon p!Ms 

Recovery Plans 

0.. teCO\Iery plens typicslr fldude s~ ur6s::ed specie&. We recoiWiot:ud ltlat 

you conoull 1ho kllk>Nli'O ...,. when WOftdna In -blo toot'lltomo 

Quemtl and Squb Cgrryttynly SptQts YM of San Erinr;jv,g Bay 

«tD l!tgpt fyp Srn&tr!""ZnerY p!ao,(l211l1QZ d (POF 3MB) 

Coa13a! Plants or me ttprh!;tn San Fr'OdK? Pf!9intula 
ayrp·UtOOf M ·Smcfd::ts:elrC9MO' plaotQ31(!06 pelt (POF $.8MB) 

Stmc!ntino Sojl Sc"!etoftbt Sto f[JpQtq) Bay ArM 
'DM1/t90l M1 A0Vf£'M'U'?"Y!O' O!AMlft09lQt;000 (PDF 25MB) 

'""""1 SPecies ollho Sm "mv1n Volley 
fhm /togot fwlo'lYb1o<!"'PYY'rv plootp80p)pt P® (POF 3o4MB) 

• Vemal Pool E OQsys!frrp I I I /UfBOOOI(Hy·Pttoojlg.!\ltmat 
Ppgyu moswmy ysmd1???'-re9!j!)tf!Cy.htmlW.O page. 

LGst updartd:MC1J! 17. 2013 

FOllOW US ONUNC 

I) 
lhnp1Jwww.facabools comlulfws\ 

Q 
fl'rttp:lltw•Htr .comi!IIWst..tsM> ., 
lhtlp tlwww nickr eomlpl!otoslusfws P'af.c 

~ 
lhtM:!olfwww youtube comtusfwsl 

OfRECTlONS !Foote1'· 

NeyjgtSonl()jrecliona/nh djrtdjonw b!ml 

~ 
Cmef!o·rustico biga!baiOfws govl 

,_.. (916) 414-66oo 

f<Jx: (916)414•67111/67>3 

Hprorr 0Jtrg·llvnmi16" S gpulsqcrnmmtqO Ahaut lh ( I I l footcr-Nm,;gaQ'pn iAbmJt·llslfoqur gOOut-

JWum1 Orgg@g[Wn Chgrt & Dtfit;:a f I I /Fqqtgr:Ngujtqtion/Drg.Chart.Q/fjcr.slfoal& qro=dwrt-and .. 

offltts hun l Site Mgp f I I IFoottt:HOIII'gqti()ni&Ircl"goMqpdootcr sjcc-mgp htm) Nnygqqm 

G./ I lqutrcgcb!Newsrqqmlovtrggch ncwsrqqm html Rcsqurcrlinb ( I I /FQQ(tt: 

hnp:/lw\vw .1\rt.<h.go'V/~cramcnto/cs _ sp<.:-cics/At.-counts/Spccics-Con«ms/~~ _ spccit:s-\..'On4.:~m::~.hun 
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Prooo~ Table 3.4-3 

M•- Habitat u~~.t· o o ~ et o.... ... ._ •• Project s... 

..... 
1 s- 0ro1a ..,.,. I T I E I CRPR l B I v....w Pools I M.p.al....._, •· --· I 

Orcwff11 IUI*J 

ft:SA fod<nl l ,ncllll&trcd Spc<icl Act 
£: EnWIIJCf<'d 
T. Thrcotcoool 

CESA· Clbfomlo Endan&er<d Spee,.. Aa 
E: Endangered 
T: Thrcotcoool 

CRPR Call(omlo Raro Pl~nt RAnk 
10 PI•"• Rare, Thr .. tentd, or Erdan&md inCallforn111Jld Elscwberc 

. l -
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Prooostd Tablt 3.4-4 

".9A CESA ()doer a.a..lbMdoro.n..-..u - lsbh.. I S...... s.. ... lhlll&al ... Prolo<l Silo 
1•" t n tbnte. 
c....n-y rury tilnrop E . . Vanall'oob,.....,..-111 -- 'lqil-ol- pul<nt . Noo ot>t '"""on 
6twtdrUwa. c:lOIV4""'tfJM ••• t<.owooO«Wintll<- ,.-. 
Vcmal pool todpolt slnlil> E . . Vernal l'oo!s, som< -•1,.-ctlaods J'rutN ca P'OJCD Slit. 

' I DGcUnio 
Vcmll pool ~•::,::"'P T . . Vernal l'ools,....,. seosooal .. -..lands l'ratlll .. .,..,. ....... lh--· 
Valley cld<rbtny lonJl>Onl T . . Eldctbcrry- S...cablt t.b1LM prurM , Noc ebttn'd • 
boftle• .,...., .. oflhc ~jm .... NV<)"Od. 
Da-coilf<>ml.w 

' "-oro-
AIIDitlbl>nJ aad Rtolilco 
w .. em spoddi>ot . . sse GnssiDIJ widlseasoool bt<O!ing pools Sut14ble babiw prtttltL 
s..., ,., .......... 

~::· ""' alarnmkr 
T T sse Valley.foothit f111oSSiancls v.ith suit>ble breedmg pools MarJ!r.al hlblut ~nt 

AM IOMQ_OJI{f!!"lf!IU• -. 
WtiOcmpondt.nlt . . sse l'mnanmt wa:rr bodt<O with IIW<ina ••es suclt UIOjp ond SuiUblt hlblw pruent 
ActtnCIIt)J mttr-.DI'itiC rocks 
Colifonua rtd·lt&&!d rroa T . sse Deeper pools utd s1rdms Wltb tmef#nt or O\'trhonJina Marginal hlbilll prcstnt. 
RAM awora tNdY(q,,ai ..uetalion 
Giant ..,.., snake T T . Perennial watet bodies wilh sufficicnl cover ve~wton Mar11inol hlbkat pusent. 
n.. .. ;oolols ., .... , 
Birds 

f-'" Qfulhopptr lj)IIT~ . sse Sllon to mlddlt·heiaJt~ modtntely optn arwl•nds with So~oblo habitat prtltnt In off·IIIC util•y 

..e.~"'"'' '0\IQt'llltanml sca~tmd ollrubcs. Upl"'d moodows,_pastuics, lt&yrftldJ COtTidtJ<", _ _ _ 
i'l<lnhem hlmer . sse Gruslwlds, w.sonal "'"lands, agri<Ulturll lands So•oblo hlbk11t present ObltfV<d . 

CvCMS """""' 
fcn_Jin& 

Wh•e.Qilecl kiu . FP Open CIU'Ian:J. and fum lands. Nesu tn WllrtOs ncar Sunabl< hlbiw: prtltnt 

£14ttld lftblflll rorllinurcas 

Wa~cm bu"'"''"" o,.. . . sse Orasslllnds wi:h friablt soils ror bwi'Owin& Su·••blo habit" prtseno 
Allw.M n'flct~l•la 
S.W..n.son"o la"k . T BCC I ~!::-· ripori&o wcodlaods and open Sulbblo ""'""'and fonalna MltiW 
6ilttO l te . .,JfiUMi aadsl • fitlds ror forum• ID~Utn< 

• 1 • 
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"·'A Cf..'iA Ollttr "Uulllloo<l of OcurrtO<t ,..._ S<otu Stotoa Sbhll Habitat .. Proloct Slta 
c-er sandhill .,.,., . T FP SUtonaJ -bnds, uripled poswrcs. altal[a ll>d com f~elds MMaoral f""C'"I hlbil:at p<aa11 No 
an.. -..r~a td>ldt> 'Odino~~o~~ ... 
~slric . . DCC Gnsslon4s,posons. SolUble>'-"' llab-pr..-
L-ul...,ldMtl sse ..,;culllnl lands Ollo<f'ed """'""" Maralllll .... Ill& 

Mb .. l -calo-bladtnl . T BCC Sllallow,p<r<nNol -II'Ollllbolll ,.__ 
L-o/1111)-11 FP 1mb"-mo:>bes 

Tncolor«<blotkb...S . . BCC Open ..nler ar-:as wir.b s...&able lilbo"' ~ 

"'"""" ""'"' sse till e:rncrccnt .. ~ 
«ink=wand 
blo<k lhid<cis 

.,......, )'fllo•-btled c r, BCC 

~-·"'-
No sulla~le hlbUiprciCIII - habiWS, portiwlarty 

Cocc:)'Zar OJtt•Jc:orW" woodt.:.di wilh 
cOI!On""""sud 
willows ! 

Golo!cn • ..,. . . BCC Gn$$lal>ll$ Suublc nt:S.1U'I'INI ,..,,._mnc babitll 

""""• ,,;;. .. ,OJ FP orncnt. 
Pl'aJric ra lcoll . . BCC OnssLtnds S.ll&ble ... .,,habiWf"'".,' 
1-"'ako Mn leoma 
I..Ama-b~lod curlew . . 8CC <lnMiands, .,....,. SuJtablc n<>~i~ habuao Jll<l<nl 

A'turlffWi3' QtlltfnCU,, UJ 

sa--euodowl . 
Nt~ iG/11/Jfrau 

sse Mmh. grassllnd S.woblc ,..""' h&biw prcKilt. 

BICJ 

'P.iiidb.t . . sse Shrublando, graulonds, Su~~abk ronalna habooat .,._,, 

..... ,......, polluM woodialld~ M.w&lnol r00511•1 hobloao pm<rll. 
tOrtsLS; rocky areas., 
caves hollow trees 

T........,d's l>lc-<an:d bal . . sse Most low to mid s. .. b'c fon&l,.,. 1\obolll pm<nl. 

~IUftllll(ltllr.Jtttdtl ekvaticwl habitats; eave:s. MUlllotl roosuna babotal prcltftl. 

,.,.,.,fl'l-tltdtl mtnes. .,d buildings for 
roostill• 

l'bb - . ------ ----
~""'" T F. . SacnmtfiiOOci<l NOI pr.- In Dr)' Clod. wai<Ohed , 

H trtlA•h"lfkw 

OSot6lY\,illO:ISiwl • 2. 
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PISA CISA oo ... 
Na- SUrw su .. Slatoos HolM'"' 

Calnl VaHey-- T . . Sat,._,.., RiY<r aod ils pcmuual rnbolrarlcs 
o.-IIJ."""" Ol)llsJ 
1>1das 
Cmrral Valley Olhook T T . Sxnmnolo Ri- aod irs -ial rribula'iCS 
Solmon (lpnllt'"J) 

~~...,..., "~"" 
s.a-oo Rl•cr Cb- I! E . !>l<nmc•o Jij-aod irs pcn:onw-below s-
.......,(,.1111<r-run) Com 
o-~~-
Sa<nmcraolll•uC"-ok . . sse s..:n.-Ri-lllld irs pcm:aialriNta-xs below 
...,_(Will .. fiii·NO) Ktsvfick Dam a.-w .. aAcwJtkltD 

·- Thtl. S. rl!ll lind 'iliildhfo StM<o hu dooomunod rhlr doldltrl) •• -td f« dlk spec10s 

FESA. Fcdml ~mt $p«ICS Act 
£; &dal8i<ml 
T: Tbre.llcncd 
C:<MdciMc 

CESA Callfomll Lndo11,1crtd Spec•es Acr 
E: Endlrlprtd 
T: Thre>tcncd 

OdiCrtSIINS' 
SSC: Califomio SJIOCles of Special Concern 
FP; Fully 1'\'orecrtd (COFO Special Animo I ~~" 20 11) 
BCC. U.S. f•ol•nnd Wildlife Scrvl<o B•rd ofCons<Muon Concern (USFWS 2002) . 

OS'61IU17CJ,..I • 3 • 

Uktlilleod of o.c.,.... .. 
....... I..,SIIe 

1 OCialn OOHitn•llhin Dry Qock 

.... pR- Ill Dry Creek .. -.. 

.... pre.- I• Dry Cluk ,.....,.d 

Occurt OHI:O wilhift Dry c...cL 
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Division of Migratory Bird Managment-

AbOut Us 

Avia.n haat.h a1d Disease 

Bald and Golden Eagles 

B.rd \Aanagement 

I Bud Hu•rds 

1Hun••ng 

j Partne"Sh ps and I "''I hat.ves 

I (•ut)lle!r..to"l.S and rte;x:m::~ 

I 
EdUCI't~ •nd Outreach 

Surveys Monrtonog and 

Reseereh 

laws Regvlat ons 8'ld 

PoliC.M 

Perm1ts 

Recreatoo I 
FAQs J Contact Ut 

Heme 

Migratory Bird Program 
Cons..-ving the Nature of America 

Mogratory Bord Program • Conservong Amenca's Bords 

What oro Bll'dt ol ConMNatlon Conc•m? 

• The 1988 amendment to the FM and Woldl~o Consen~ation Act mandate$ the U.S. Fish and 
(USFWS) 1o ~odtntoly apedet. l<bapeetes, and populotoons of all m~tory nongame blfds th 
additional conservation acbons, are bitely to become candidates for hstJng ~r the Endan9 
(ESA) of1973 • Birds ol Conservation Concern 2008 io the moot,_,, ef!M tocany out 
species constclered for the BCC onc:lude 

• l"'IO'lgoame birds 
• gamebird~ wilhO\Jt huntng te.nons 
• subs;e:s.lel'lee-hunted nongame b1rds m Alaska 
• ESA candidate. proposed, and recently delisted species 

• The overall goal of the Blrde ol ConsO<VaHon Conc:«n is to accuralely idor1llly the migrator 
migratoty bird species (beyond tho$.e already de~nated as Federaly threatened or endang. 
our highest oonservation prio<•- B~d speclca considorod for Inclusion on isis in this repor 
birds, gamebirds without hunting seasons, sobsiSienc:e..m..nted nongame bWs •n AlasJca; erx 
Species Act candM:Iale, proposed endangered or threatened, and recently clehted species. 

Birds of Conservation Conum 2008 encompasses three d1stinct geogn~phtc sceles lnclud 
level (Unilled Stales in its enhty. induding l1land "tem\ories" in the Pacific: Md Cari>bean). 
Amedean Bird Constrvatlon lnldadve (NABCtl Blrd Cont arvatlon RIQ!got CBCBsl, anc 
Wildlife Seajce Beg)gns level Thi$1S pomarily demed rmm assessment scores from lh«K 
conservahon plans: lhe fert"M' Ia f l!atJS North Amerbn Landbird ConsetYat.on ptan, the 
Shortblrd Conservation Pl1.n . and tht North Amer1Cfn Wtlerb!rd COnyyatloo Plan, 

• The Blrda of ConaO<Vatton Cone- rncludes some non-MBTA.,protedod specoes bocause 
slaius and elforis are of concern lo lhe U.S. Fish and Wildile Service. 

• To maxlm~ta ~usefulness ot U. report to mulbple pertnera. the Birds of ConaorvoUon C. 
are presented In 46 separate tabiR, ecmprislng 37 BCR tist:s (Tables 2 to 38~ 8 USFWS Ra 
39 10 47) ano 1 Nanonalli$1 (Table 48). summal1eS Of tne status ot eactt spectes at eacn u. 
goographoe scalca are provided ., Appendix B. end airs! ot SCtOntiflc names ot allopeclca m. 
AppendoxC. The BCR listorongefrorn 10 to 53·-· U.S. Fish and WHi!e Servic:o Rego 
27 lo 78 species, and I he Nabooal ht c:onsisls of 147 SPeCies. The number of pnority speac 
rO<Jghly 10 to 15 petcent of all bud species of anygMOn -raphic: unol V- llll!l. 

hnp://www.fws.govfmigratorybirds/currentbirdissues/managementfbee.html 5n2120U 
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DEJS Langua~ a t Issue Comment 
l'll£e 

2().11 3'" paragaph. It ~hould be n01ed 11>111 Ahematlvcs F Md G were replo~ by lhe study area 
nhematlvcs when it became clear lhot lhcsc two altcmml'es were not prncticable 
me.tnS of avoiding impacts within ~•c plan area. By examining specific study areas 
throughout the plan area, imtead of reLying upon the "blunt in:suument" approach 
renccted in F lind G. the agencies were able to respond to the results of lhe CRAM D 
analysi~ and developer more finely tuned alternatives for higher priority ar=. 

2().2.5 Discussion of Witer On lhe top of page 2.0..25. ple~~Se make lhe follo.,ing cbange: "In the event that the 
Supply and Dntnbuuon lon&· term supply f~eilitics are not in pl~ee "'hen lhe initial ARPS supply from lhe 
Facilities t,.-o poilliS of delivery has been fwly uled. a <ccood mihal sutfaoe water supply 

pro.JCCI -w. !l!l!!M.be coostf\loC:Ial." D 
nus edit would make lhe text ooos1sten1 wnh lhe teAt found on p~.ge 3.11-3. 

34-4S Mitigt11110n Measure 810 - MM BIO I should be revised to contemplate lhe UJe lhe use of m-lieu fee and/or 
I permittee-respoosible creation aodlor in-lieu fee consistent wilh the ACOE's 

mitigatiDn rule.. D 
3.4-66 MM 8 10·10 Applying 8 10-10 to all uunsmiss•on line COITido~ within Lhe Plan A:rea is not 

practicable nnd is inconsisttnt v. ilh Spo!clfic Plan appro·•ed by the County because 
not all tnnsmi;sion corrid~ are intended to be open sp~ee. This mitigation 
measure should be revised to clarify th.at 1t is only tnten.ded to be applicable areas 
design8l.Cd Open Space wilhin a tnnsm1ssion line corridor. We request the 
following revision o~ 

''To prol«t habitat of lhe stream c:banoels and lhe transnussiom lme comdors 
I dr<•Stnat.d hvth.,S!ICCiftel'lan~~OPCII.S,_,. • ~ 

3.6-3.13. "For ofanalpb In order 10 rCSC>Ive cooflic:tin.11 lao211au about the deoth of the •-atical APE. as D 
OS..ItwW •SI•I 
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salt ella! in this EIS, it~ aqumed <k>albed on p'lgt$ 3.6-3 and 3.64, we recommend tlw unt....:e 7 of13 oo page 
7 thai in most cases the 3 6-3 be rq>hr.osed as follows: "tn mo.<t ca>CS the depth of exea,•tioo on the proJect 

depth of excavation on lliQ would be less than 6 feet (1.8 met=) below gJOUll.ll swface." 
the project area (the 
vertical APE) would be D 
less than 6 feet below 
ground surface." 

3.6-3, '13. In order to resolve connicting language about the dcptll of the vertical APE, as 
sentence described on pages 3.6·3 and 3.64, we recommend that comment I of2 be 
6 and 3.6- addressed, as well as the followins change to sentence 2 of11 on page 3.6-4: "'lbe 
4, ,I, vcnieal APE extends from approximaa:ly 35 feet ( II melerS) above the surf3Ce (for 
sentence the coruuuaicn of s=> and 25 feet (7 mc:tus) below the surface, to allow for D 
2 the deep uutallatioo ofburic:d u'Uitlles and tnfrasuucruu " 
Table "Measw-es Keommendod The nature and extent of mnigauoos D<CC$SU)' foe resolVU'l& odversc effect 10 
3.64 if resource wtll be hiSIO<ic JII'CI'er'lies will be detennmod thtoujb the implemenl.3tion of the PA aod 
fOO!er adversely affcctod by the HPMP, and mrolting HPTP. We recommend that the f001er be cbangod to Kad: 

PVSP." "Pouib~ measures if resource wt11 be ldvmcly affectod by the PVSP, or as D 
SbPUI&tod throuRh the HPTP." 

MMCR- Programmauc HISIOric S1no:e the lime of the pup..,.tion of the pubhc draft EIS. the ongoing consutuuioo 
I, pa.ge Properues Treatment Plan between the USACE and SHPO lw resultod m a change to the name of this 
3.6-36 documenL It is now referred to in the Draft Programmadc AgKCmem as a Hi.~toric 

Property Man'$emcnt Plan (HPMP)." We recommend thAt the title O'f MM CR-1 be 
cbangod 10 rerul: "Prepnrc. Execute, and Implement a Programmatic Agreement D 
with Hi'I!Orlc t>ropeny Management Plan and ProJect·Specific HIStoric Property 
TreAunent Pln.;s." 

MMCR- " ... USACE slt:lll satisfy The execution and implementation of e Proaran>matic Agreement will allow the 
I . page the requiremeo~S of l!SACE to satisfy bolb Section 106 of the NHPA and NEPA. We recommend that 
3.6·36 Section 106 of the NHPA the statement be revised 10 read. "For all action alternatives that require foderal 

through the pmnitUQ& and authoru.atioo, USACE shall aat~fy the requimncnts of NEPA and 
D 

llc:veloomcnt ... " Sect ton 106 of the NHPA throuRh the llc:•clopment and executton of a PA." 
Sente!U "I'Kpanouon of the phase- Depcndtng oo the outcome of tbe mventory and evaluato«t of d1gtbility, and 10 

3ofMM .specif'JC APE and cacs wberc historic propenics aK ideoufied Within an APE and will be imoacud. a D 
OS461 ... 141:1Shl 2 
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CR-1. inventory and eva!Wition Detcm1inalion of Effcx:t and HPTP will also be required prior to ground-disturbing 
page3.6- of properties within the nctivitics within the APE. We recommend that the sentence be revised to read, 
36 APE shall be performed "Dctcnninatico of the project· or phase-specific APE, and lhe relatccl inventory, 

prior to any ground- evaluation of eligibility. determination of effect, and mitigation measures to resolve 
di"urbing wori; in the adverse effect to historic properties, shall be performed as appropriare prior to 
APE for any federal permit issuance and any subsequent ground-disturbing work io the APE for any 
permitting or federal pcrmiuing or aulhoriution of individual development phases." 
authorization of 

D 
individual development 

I phases." 
Impact "All of the on-site To clariiy and distinguish betwoen potential for unanticipated discovery due to 
C.R-2, altemetivcs, like lhe No an:hacologicall geoarchaeological sensitivity and estimating the frequency of 
AilS I Action Alternative, would encountering subsurface deposits during construction, we recommend that lhe 
through reduce the potential to •latemellt be revised os follows: 
S, page encounter unanticipated 
3.6-38 buried cultural deposits "All of the on-site alternatives, like the No Action Alternative, have a similar 

becau.•e the total area of ('Oicntial to encounter unanticipated buried cultural deposits. However, because the , 
ground disturbance on the total area of ground disturbance in the projecr area wou.Jd be reduced and the 
site would be reduced and amount of ground disturbance along Dry Creek (the most sensitive area for 
the amount of ground porential buried prehistoric deposits) would al~o be reduced, tbe frequency and 
disturbance along Dry runount of unanticipared discovery would be commensurate with the smaller area of I 

Creek (lhe most sensitive impact." 

D 
area for potential buried 
prehistoric deposits) 
would also be reduced." 

Impact A.Jtcmatives 1 through S We recommerd that lmpncr CR-3 be replaced by the following rext: "The 
CR·3. and warer pipelines would construction and operarion of off-site water pipeline infiastruc!W'C by the Placer 
page3.6- have no impact on Native County Water Agency (l'CWA}. which would be used by lhe No Action 
38 and · American archGCOiogical Altenmt ivc. Proposed Action. and Alternatives I through S, has unknown effCCIS on 
39 resources. Mitigation is historic properties. f'OIIowing the applicarion by PCW A to USACE for a Section 

not needed. J* permir forlhe pipeline infmstructure project, the USACE will in•cntory. 
evaluate eligib-ility, detemline effec~ and develop measures to resolve the adverse 

D 
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effect to histo:ic properties in accordance with the PA snd HP'MP. a• specified in 
MM CR-1 and CR-2. If PCW A will not seek a Section 404 permit or is not 
otherwise subject to the PVSP. lben th.e comparable prcx:edures in CEQA or D 
Section 106 of the NHPA willawlv. as appropriale." 

3.9-20 Text indicates residential The tex~ should be clarified to reOect that residential uses will be at least 100 feet 
uses nre mini.mum of 100' from existing powcrlines. The distllnce from powertine easements varies 
for powerl ine "corridor'' throughout the Project Site. See Draft EIR pp. 4.12-35-36. Tlte EIS's use of the 

word "oonidar" in vague as to wbethe:r it refers to the physic<il powe:rlims or the 
easements thev are found within. 

D 
3.11-5 Reference in section Althou~ Placer County talked about adopting a Curry Creek Community Plan area 

3.11.2.3 to ''Curry Creek in 2004, the County has taken uy implementing actions. To our knowledge Placer 
Conurunity Plan AJea" County has nCo1 implemented the preparation of the Curry Creek Community Plan. 

We recommend the following edits in text on : 
''Lands to the DOnh of the project site are located in Roseville and unincorporated 
ptacer County, and include the SuEFy Creek GetBmaAity PlQfl area arul Sierra Vista D 
Specific Plan uea all!! law! jdenti~ (or the ~vent!!OI Q!m (reek Q!mmunit:t 
flan," 

3.11-15 Significance lhresholds To the extent that the significance thresholds throughout the EIS paraHel those 
"connia with the found in typical CEQA documents (including Placer County's. multi-volume EIR 
applicable plans. policies, for the Plaoer Vineyards SpecifiC Plan a1 p. 4.1-45). we recommend the following 
or regulations." modification to the third significance threshold found at the bottom of page 3. 11-

12: D 
• conflict with applicable plans, policies, or regulations !ldooted for the 

oumo-., of avo"idino or mitioatin• an envimnmenrnt effect, 
3.14-43 Impact TRA-Il Riego We believe that because the comribution of all altemati\~ to cumulative traffic 

Road RR X-mg. conditions that could require a widened railroad crossi~ are less than sigificant. I 

that the EIR sbould be revised to delete the following hmguage ''Rio ~Ia Al!lieR 
Ahe.mali"'fl ·~t•ould pay itt-feir&hv.towanllhe reed wi8eAlRg, ittelNdiAg a gMEie 

· .a:._.leeded, .. 

D 
3.15-24t Impact Util·2 To be coosL~tcnt with the conclusion that the No Action Alternative would likely D 

os.&19\oll•2&sl•l 4 
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h:a•e a lower recycled water demand !han 1he Propolied Actio~>, "'e rcques1 the 
followmg revbtoo follows •c~tfictt of~ thoo 0.7 mgd" ..,d delete u• doran~ er 

I Lc "'" D 
3 15·29 DryCreekWWfP flows for 2.9 1o 4.2 mgd would nol conflict with current plruming effon.• on the 

Wasle-er Master Plan for Dry Creek. WWfP plant an ex pan• ion for 18 mgd to 
21 mgd. The Cuy of Rose\'llle as the lead ugency of the Regional Wastewater 
Authorlly prep.1red an analysis entitled Roo.evillc Regional WaJtewaru Treatment 
Service /\rea Master Plan (May 1996) and an accompanymg environmental 
OOc:ument wilh the a."'istance of Mon1gomery Watson and ESA. This study led to 
1he dcci>ion b)•lhe Authority Board to ulti~Ntely exp:lltd the capacity of the Dry 
Creek Wastewater Treatment Pbntto 21 MOO which provides service to 

D 
swroundllla a~ . The now pro)Cctions tn the Ma.•ter Plan included those 
&tncrated by lbe bulklout or Placer Vineyard\. Thus 1he development of Placer 
VUtClvds 1s consislent w•llt cwrcr~t phnrung_ efforu arul would 001 coofua. 

OW.I'Ml.Uil\hl s 
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Letter C: Cox, Castle & Nicholson LLP, R. Clark Morrison on behalf of Placer Vineyards 

Development Group LLC, dated June 10, 2013 

Response C-1 

The Applicants’ comments regarding the approach to mitigation contained in the Applicants’ revised 

draft Mitigation Strategy are noted. The USACE will consider this information in its evaluation of the 

Applicants’ revised draft Mitigation Strategy for its ability to mitigate the impacts of the Proposed Action 

on jurisdictional waters. 

Response C-2 

The Applicants’ comment regarding the Applicants’ revised draft Mitigation Strategy and its relationship 

to the PCCP is noted.  

Response C-3 

The Applicants’ comment regarding the revised draft Mitigation Strategy’s consistency with the 

approach to compensatory mitigation under the 2008 Compensatory Mitigation Rule is noted and will be 

considered by the USACE in its evaluation of the Applicants’ revised draft Mitigation Strategy.  

Response C-4 

The Applicants’ comment regarding the restoration emphasis of the revised draft Mitigation Strategy is 

noted. The revised draft Mitigation Strategy, submitted by the Applicants to the USACE in September 

2013, emphasizes compensatory mitigation for wetland impacts that includes creation and preservation.  

Response C-5 

The Applicants’ comments regarding out-of-kind mitigation allowed under the watershed approach and 

the ecological benefits from a landscape approach to mitigation are noted.  

Response C-6 

The Applicants’ comments regarding the detailed elements of the revised draft Mitigation Strategy are 

noted. The USACE will consider this information in its evaluation of the Applicants’ revised draft 

Mitigation Strategy.  

Response C-7 

The Applicants state that the avoidance and minimization requirements of Section 404(b)(1) are satisfied 

by the PVSP because the plan preserves wetlands adjacent to primary channels within the sub-

watersheds, maintains connectivity between these preserved waters, and includes adequate stream 

setbacks as well as Low Impact Development (LID) strategies to avoid indirect effects on preserved 

wetlands. The avoidance and minimization features of the Proposed Action are described in the Draft 

EIS, consistent with the information presented by the Applicants. As this information is presented by the 

Applicants in support of their assertion that the Proposed Action is the LEDPA, the USACE will consider 

this information in its Section 404(b)(1) alternatives evaluation. The USACE’s final determination 

regarding LEDPA will be included in the ROD.  
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Response C-8 

The Applicants provide a number of comments on the Draft Regional General Permit, which was 

included in the Draft EIS appendices. These comments do not relate to the EIS. The USACE will consider 

these comments in its preparation of the Final Regional General Permit.  

Response C-9 

The Applicants provide a number of comments related to the definition of special-status species used in 

the Draft EIS.  

The USACE has reviewed the comments and agrees that because plants listed by the California Native 

Plant Society are not protected under the state or federal Endangered Species Acts, it is appropriate to 

revise the definition of special-status species on page 3.4-12 of the Draft EIS to delete reference to the 

California Environmental Quality Act section. The Draft EIS text and tables have been revised consistent 

with this comment.  The suggested language has been added to Mitigation Measure BIO-3. See Chapter 

3.0, Errata. 

Response C-10 

All of the original data files were checked and it was confirmed by the USACE that some of the data 

reported for Alternatives 1 through 5 in the Draft EIS are not consistent with the latest information 

available based on refined mapping of Alternatives 1 through 5. The numbers have been corrected and 

checked for internal consistency. The corrections are shown in Chapter 3.0, Errata.  

Table 2.0-3, below presents the acreage of impacts that were reported as avoided under each alternative 

in the Draft EIS Impacts BIO-1 and BIO-2, and the corresponding corrected numbers in this Final EIS. The 

corrected numbers show that a somewhat lower acreage of the waters of the U.S. and invertebrate habitat 

will be avoided under the Combined Alternatives 1 through 5 than indicated in the Draft EIS. 

 

Table 2.0-3 

Additional Acreages of Waters of the U.S. and Invertebrate Habitat 

Avoided under the Alternatives 

 

Alternative Property 

Draft EIS 

Impact BIO-1 

(Avoided 

Waters of the 

US) 

Final EIS 

Impact BIO-1 

(Avoided 

Waters of the 

US) 

Draft EIS 

Impact BIO-2 

(Avoided 

Invertebrate 

Habitat) 

Final EIS 

Impact BIO-2 

(Avoided 

Invertebrate 

Habitat) 

Alternative 1 1b (Hodel) 4.2  2.4 2.5 2.4 

Alternative 2 3 (Petrovich) 2.9 1.3 2.0 1.3 

Alternative 3 16 (Miller) 5.0 3.4 4.1 3.4 

Alternative 4 17 (Gulley) 0.2 0.1 0.1 0.1 

Alternative 5 23 (Fong) 2.1  1.2 4.1 1.2 

Combined Alternatives 

1 through 5 

1, 3, 16, 17 & 23 12.9* 8.5 12.8 8.5 
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ECORP 2012a, 2012b, and 2013 

Note: Columns may not add due to rounding. 

* This number should have been 14.4 based on the sum of Alternatives 1 through 5 values. However the Draft EIR reported 12.9 in error. 

 

Response C-11 

The acreages reported in the Draft EIS Tables 3.4-1 and 3.4-2 were obtained from the PVSP EIR. Since the 

publication of the PVSP EIR, the aerial photographs for properties without active DA permit applications 

were reexamined by ECORP Consulting on behalf of the Applicants. As a result of that reexamination, 

some of the acreage numbers have changed. The USACE has reviewed and agrees with the changes. The 

corrected numbers are presented in Chapter 3.0, Errata in revised Tables 3.4-1 and 3.4-2.  

As noted in Response C-10, above, it was confirmed by the USACE that some of the data reported for 

Alternatives 1 through 5 in the Draft EIS have changed based on refined mapping. All numbers have 

been checked for internal consistency and corrected in the Final EIS. Therefore, Draft EIS Tables 3.4-8 and 

3.4-11 have been corrected.  

As shown in Table 2.0-3 in Response C-10, above, the benefits from Alternatives 1 through 5 singly or 

combined, in terms of a reduction in impacts on the waters of the U.S. and invertebrate habitat, are 

somewhat lower than previously presented in the Draft EIS. 

Response C-12 

The information noted in this comment is already reflected in the third paragraph on page 2.0-9 of the 

Draft EIS, therefore no change is necessary. 

Response C-13 

Text changes were made to the first sentence at the top of page 2.0-25 as shown in Chapter 3, Errata. 

Response C-14 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 on page 3.4-45 is revised as shown in Chapter 3, Errata. 

Response C-15 

Mitigation Measure BIO-10 on page 3.4-66 is revised as shown in Chapter 3, Errata. 

Response C-16 

Revisions to the description of the depth of excavation are shown in Chapter 3, Errata. 

Response C-17 

Revisions to the description of the vertical APE are shown in Chapter 3, Errata. 

Response C-18 

Revisions to the Table 3.6-4 footer are shown in Chapter 3, Errata. 

Response C-19 

The revisions to the title of Mitigation Measure CR-1 are shown in Chapter 3, Errata. 
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Response C-20 

The suggested edit was determined by the USACE to be unnecessary and has not been included in the 

edits to the mitigation measure. 

Response C-21 

The revisions to the text of Mitigation Measure CR-1 are shown in Chapter 3, Errata. 

Response C-22 

Revisions to the Impact CR-2 analysis for Alternatives 1 through 5 are shown in Chapter 3, Errata. 

Response C-23 

Revisions to the Impact CR-3 analysis are shown in Chapter 3, Errata. 

Response C-24 

The revision to the Impact HAZ-5 analysis is shown in Chapter 3, Errata. 

Response C-25 

The first sentence under 3.11.2.3 Existing and Planned Land Uses in the Vicinity of Project Site is revised 

as shown in Chapter 3, Errata. 

Response C-26 

The USACE has determined that the suggested change to the significance threshold is not required as the 

thresholds in the EIS do not need to follow CEQA.  

Response C-27 

The No Action Alternative analysis under Impact TRA-11 is revised as shown in Chapter 3, Errata. 

As analyzed in the Draft EIS, the No Action Alternative would not trigger the need for additional 

widening over the rail line. Therefore, the No Action Alternative would not need to pay its fair share 

towards road widening. 

Response C-28 

The No Action Alternative analysis under Impact UTIL-2 is revised as shown in Chapter 3, Errata. 

Response C-29 

The Dry Creek Wastewater Treatment Plant (WWTP) capacity analysis for the Proposed Action (Base 

Plan and Blueprint Scenarios) under Impact UTIL-3 on page 3.15-29 is revised as shown in Chapter 3, 

Errata. 
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June I 0, 2013 

Will Ness, Project Manager 

1111 

KASSO U NI LAW 

US Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
1325 J Stroct, Room 1350, Sacramento, California 95814-2922 

Dear Mr. Ness: 

This comment letter is submitted on behalf of Hodel Family Enterprises, L.P (Hodel Family) in 
response to a call for public comments regarding the Draft Environmental Impact Statement 
(DE IS) recently published for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan. The Hodel Family owns a 
parocl of land within the proposed Placer Vineyard's development which the DEIS labels 
I Blllodel (hereafter referred to as the Hodel Parcel). The propeny bas bocn owned for almost 70 
years through four gcncr•tions. In 1985, Gordon Hodel (deceased), a Right-of-Way agent for 
Nevada Irrigation District, helped organize the farmers, now known as Placer Vineyards 
Development Oroup, to prcvcnlthcir properties from being rezoned and Lhcrcfbrc devalued by 
large, well-funded developers. Almost 30 years later, the Hodel Family, again, has seriott• 
concerns about the effects that the adoption of Proposed Land Use Alternative 11 (Alternative I) 
would have on the value and use oftl>cir propeny. For the reasons explained below, the Hodel 
l'amily submiL• that Alternative 1 is unfeasible and should be altered siw>ificantly to address 
these concerns. 

I. The Corps Lad <S Jurisdiction O•·cr The Hodel l'areel 

Pursuant to 33 U.S. C.§ 1344, the Corps has jurisdiction to regulate developments involving 
"waters of the United States." llowcver,lhisjurisdiction does not extend to every puddle or 
raindrop that happens to fitll to the !:fOund. Instead, the Supreme Court has interpreted "waters 
of the United Suncs .. lO include, primarily, interstate waters that arc navigable in f.i.tct-i.c. lakes, 
rivers, and streams-along with other "relatjvcly pennanent" bodies of watc.r that connt."Ct with 
those waters. Rapanos v. US, 547 U.S. 715,732-33, 742 (2006). Additionally, because of the 
"inherent difficuJtics of defining precise bounds" of these watc~ wetlands adjoining lrdditional 
wntcrs may also "be defined as waters [of the United State<] under the Act." Uniled Stales v. 
River.<ide HC1J!lliew Homes, Inc., 474 U.S. 12t (1985). 

"loolutcd pOnds" uud other wcllund:; which ore not connected to truditionul wutcrs do not present 
these boundary dmwing problems. Rapanos , 547 U.S. at 742; Solid Wasle Agency of Norlhern 
Cook Cty. v. Army Corps o/EIIJ:ineers, 531 U.S. 159, 167, 171 (2001). Accordingly, they are 
not considered "waters oftltc United States" and arc not subject to Corps jurisdiction. lei. For 
example, in Solid Wafle Agency, 531 U.S. I 59, the Coun found that the Corps lacked jurisdiction 
over a group of isolated seasonal ponds which had developed in abandoned grovel-mining pits. 
In doing so, the Coun expressly refuted the notion that «isolated," «seasonal" ponds with no 

1 As round on '2 .6.2 oftht! 0 1;1$ and in 1'ablc 2.0..X of the same. 

!S$!0 C::A .. ITOL. MALL. S U ITI: »00 
5AGAAHI HTO, CAl.II"O~N~ 9:58 14 

Tlt'--C~IIOHI: !t I 8 !t30.0030 

.. AC·I~•UL.C ~16.~30.0033 
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I. 
KASSOUNI LAW 

Will Ne:;s, Project Mnnnger 
US i\nny Corps of Engineers, Sacrnmento District 
June I 0, 20 t3 
Page 2 of? 

surface connection to traditional navigable waters could be considered "waters of the United 
States." ld at 171-2. 

More recently, in Rapant)$, 541 U.S. 715 the Cou.r1 rejcoeted the Corps' clain> of jurisdiction ovec 
several parc<:ls of land coniaining wetlands that were only tenuously connected to navigable 
waters. There lhe Co~ps argued that the wethwds at issue were waters of the United States 
because they were "near ditches or man-made drains tiUit eventually empty into traditional 
navigable waters." ld. at 729. The Coun disagreed. Four justices found that lhc wetlands were 
not wntcrs oftl1e United States because the ""Ctlands lacked a ... continuous surface eormcction .. to 
bodies lhnt we.-e "waters of the United States" in their own right.. ld. at 742. The fifth justice, 
Justice Kennedy, found that the wetlands were oot waters of the United States because the 
wetlw1ds tenuous connections to navigable waLcrs via noc."Brby streams were nm sullicicntto 
create a '"sufficient nexus" between the wetlands and navigable waters. That is, there \V'dS no 
ocxus by which tb.c wctlaods would "si!lniliC3DIIy aJicct the chemical, physical. and biological 
integrity of other covered waters n>oro readily understood as 'navigable.'" !d. at 780. Under 
either standard!, however, the Court agreed that wetlands which arc not cooncctc<l, or only 
tenuously cnnnected, to navigable waters cannot be "waters of the United States" tor the purpose 
establishing Corps jurisdiction. 

Here, the Corps has claimed jurisdiction over the Hodel. Parcel because it contains three seasonal 
vernal pools whjch the Corps claims are jurisdictional wetlands. Yet as in Rapanos, these vernal 
pools are, at best, not even tenuou.c;ly connected to any other body of water, much less o 
navigable waterway. Indeed the CRAM Report found that the only vema! pool tested on the 
propertyt VP 46, wns wet as little as two \\reeks a year, alld even lheo, had no connection to the 
floodplain of any river or stream. Accordingly, the vernal pools arc not waters of the United 
States and the Corps lacks jurisdiction over tbe property. 

H. The Dedication of2l Acres of tbe Hodel P•rccl Under Alternative l Is Excessive and 
Raises Serious C~rutitutlonal Concerns 

Under Alternative I. twcnty·one acres of the Hodel P~el is to be dedicated as open space in 
otdet to reduce the impact of deveJ()pment on approximately two·actcS of sea~nal vernal pools. 
The Corps claims that lhese 21 acres contain jurisdiclional wetlands and has therefore exercised 
eminent domain without just compoensation-a rcgulat<Y.ry taking. Additionally, these twenty-one 
acres cannot be developed or sold fot nlitigatio,l pul'p()ses. Instead, the land must be deeded to 
an environmental organization, and a trust fund must be established in order to maintain the 
property as open SJl'lCC into perpetuity. ' lo tlJc future, a btoilding pemJit for r,csidcnti.al bousu•g on 
the remaining acres will only be issued if the developer complies with these conditions. 

1 TI1is iufofmatiM ~ to.keo froro co-nversal!ions thot tbe Hodel fo.mily had with \'llriOUS developers M well as Mr. 
Bob Stwuw:k of PV/ Lcmuu. 

D 

D 
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Will Ness, Project Manager 

!WI 
KASSOUNI LAW 

US Anny Corps of Engineers, Sncrnmeoto District 
JW1c 10, 2013 
Page 3 of? 

These restrictions on tl1e use of the Hodel Parcel arc ~rossly excessive and run contrary to the 
Fil\b Amendment of !he United S tates Constitution. Wilen the government places eonditioos on 
U•e dcveloprne.nt of property, the Constitution requires tluit those cooditions meet two criteria: I) 
there must be an "essential ncxus"lbetwecn the pennit conditions and a legitimate state interest, 
nnd 2) the degree of OJC exactions required by the penuit condition must bear a close relationsrup 
to the projectccl impn<:t of the propoS<:<! development. Dolan v 11gard, Sl2 11J.S. 374,386 (1994). 
In other words, there must be some congruence, or "rough proportionalityn between the 
restriction imposed and the impac t ofthc development requested. ltl at 391; see, also, Penn 
Cemral Transp. Co. v. New York City, 43R l). S. 104, 127 (1 978) ("(A] use ~~e•rriction may 
constitute a " taking" if not reasonably necessary to the effectuation of a substantial government 
purpose") (emphasis added). 

For example, in Dolan v 11gard, S 12 U.S. 374, Ms. Dolan sought a pennit to expand her pre
existing store and pave the store's parking lot. As a condition of permit approval, the City 
Planning Commission ordered that she dedicate ten- percent of her prope.rty to tl1c City for O>c 
constmction of a bicycle path and buffer to offset any increased traffic or flooding-risks created 
hy the expans ion of her store. ttl aJ 380. The Court con ceded that these conditions bore a 
sufficient nexw.c; to the City's legitimate interest in offSe!tting the effectc; of the development Oil 

flooding and traffic congestion. Jd .. at 387. However, the Court found that tihe dedic01ion often
pco::cut of Ms. Dolan's property to the pubUc w·•s excessive when rom pared to the imp,.ct her 
development would have on tllc Ciry's interest. As the <.:ourt cxplaitJCd, the right to exclude 
others is "one of the most essential sticks in the bundle of rights that are commonly charn<:tcrizcd 
as property." fd at 393. 'll>c propoS<:<! dediC>Jtion would have "eviscerated" that right for ten 
percent of Ms. Dolan' s property. ld Thus, because the City failed to show in quantifiable 
measures how the project's impact on nooding and traffic would juslify sucb a large taking. the 
dedication requirement was fnund unconstitutionaL /d at 394-5. 

Here, Altematiive I would require (he dedication of over one-third (38%) of the l lodel Parcel as 
open space in order to minimize hypothetical impacts to alleged low-priority scasoJUIJ wcthmd.-' 
occupying less. thl!D rour·pcn:cnt of the property. Yet, as in Dolan, the Corps docs not cxploin in 
q uMtifiablc tenos bow such an evisceration of property rights, or the creatkm of21 acres of dry 
grassy land, is justified by any impacts the proposed developm ent might ha"c on the two acres o:f 
ollcged wetlands. Indeed, the creation of such a large open space in that area violates the Corps' 
own land usc compatibility standards. Sec OlliS at 3.11-6. Accordingly, Allcroativc J ' s 
proposed dedication of open space on the I lode I Parcel .fails to meet the standard set fonh in 
Dolan und should he changed. 

J The Hodel Fruntily does not cone«!~ rhat rhese pools arc: wctl:anc:Js. 

D 
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KASSOUNI L AW 

US Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District 
JWJe 10,2013 
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ill. Altcrnatin 1 Singles Out tb< Bod<! Par«l for Burd<ns Not Pla«d on Similar 
Properties 

The Equal Protection Clause requires that the government treat similarly situated individuals 
alike. Plyler v. Doe, 451 U.S. 202, 216 (1982). When the government crafts laws which treat 
individuals differently who appear to be similarly situated, it must provide a reason for !be 
disparate treatment that is rationally related to the protection of the public, and consistent wjth 
the gene<al purpose of the law. Reed v. Reed, 404 U. S. 71, 75-76 (1971). In the case of 
development projects or zoning restrictions~ that means that any designation or classification 
which causes one developer or development to bear a greater regulatory burden than another, 
must furtl1cr a legitimate purpose of the law. Cleburne v. Cleburne Living Center. Inc., 473 US 
432, 446-447. 

Here, the Hodel Family property has been singled-out under Alternative I for open-space 
burdens not carried by other similarly situated properties. In paniculnr the Hodel property must 
set aside 21 acres of open space be<;ause of three alleged vernal pools located on the property. 
Since these pools are being taken as a group, large areas of land between the pools which have 
no biodiversity or wetlands have been unjustifiably included in Alternative I. As seen on the No 
Action Alternative map (FIGURE 2.0-9), the Corps sets aside wetlands on other parcels in Placer 
Vineyards, as well as all three of the alleged vernal pools on the Hodel Parcel. On this map, 
however, the Corps docs not take from Hodel the extra amounts of acreage that it does in 
Alternative l. On the map that contains Alternative I, the other parcels arc allowed to fill many 
of their wetlands, yet deny that right to the Hodel Parcel. In addition, the Hodel Parcel is required 
to give up extra acres, 2 1 acres for 2 acres of jurisdictional wetland, which causes them to bear 
the burden for the whole. This disparate treatment is arbitrary and raises serious Equal Protection 
concerns. Accordingly, Alternative) shot~d be rejected in favor of a plan that gives hack open 
space for rcs idcnlial usc on the Ho<.lcl Parcel by allo....ving 2 or ull three of lhc alh;gcd vcmul 
pools to be filled and the minor dminage nrens cnu<ed by rolling typography to he covered so 
that the Hodels as individual owners do not carry such a heavy burden for the l'laoer Vineyards 
Development plan as a whole. 

IV. The W<llands Designation in Alternative I is flawed and the 21 Acre 
Dcdkatioo for those Wetlands is Unjustified. 

Two acres of jurisdictional wetlands on !be I lode! Parcel were initially designated for 
preservation with aerial photography. This aerial photograph was then photo shopped, painting 
pools Md swales bright blue causing tbem all to appear hydrologically equal. They are not. This 
fabe impression occurred because the photo shopped pools were evenly painted blue to the 
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US Anny Corps of Engineers, Sae.ramento District 
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extreme edges with no gradation in color to denote variation or difference. In nddition, lhe 
swnles on Alternative 1 were also painted blne so that the minor, normal dr:ainage of a ro11ing 
typOgnlphy ap,pears as significant as deep water trenches on other properties. These photo 
shopped aerials not only created tile imprc,..•ion that the area• arc llydmlogically cquivulcnt, but 
also creates the impression that they were all perfectly and similarly adapted for diverse fish, 
wildlife, and fuuna. They are not Anyone who looked at the untouched aerial photographs 
could see, or aJlyone who lived on ~'"property ns long ns the Hodels know thntthis is absolutely 
not true. 

Another look at the Hodel Parcel aerial photograph raises questions about bow the 21 acres of 
open space for 2 acres of jurisdictional wetlands was accomplished. The EIS states that "[t)be 
allcmatc site plan designates the area around the three pools, including a I 00-foot (30-meter) 
buffer, as opcm space."[ EIS 2.6.2] Using lbe seale on google maps it can be determined that 
more than a I 00-foot buffer was set aside in some instances: t) over 400 fe-et are set aside for 
open space bel ween the two vernal pOols on the west, and 2) about 300 feel is set aside between 
the vernal poo~ and the property line on the cast. The mcasurcmcnl between the western vcn1al 
pools was confirmed on June 8. 2() 13 by Hodel Family members who found the actual distance 
to be around 4:82 feeL The EIS in Alternative I states tbat the Corps will take a I 00 foot buffer 
around each vei'Oal pool, but nowb.ere does it explain or justifY lbe takiug of 300 fc;et betw·ecn 
the buffers. 

(lfthe three ven1nl pools thnt Altemntivc 1 designates as open space only one wns SCOI'ed by the 
CRAM in Aug/Sept 2009. This was followed by an informal walk through in May 2010 (CRAM 
2.3, p4) wheo .five other pools in Placer Vineyard were retested. CRAM 2.2 that states "no! every 
welland or wetland system on the property was tested We/lands and wetland systems that were 
not assessed \~•ere those tlwt were considered to be similar to other nearby n:elltmds (viti aerial 
photograph lniorprelailon), and lh.,refore {do}nol provltle tmy 11nlque Information. However, In 
instances dur;.,,gficld surveys w)um these wetland system.tO were found to be different, additional 
Ms were esla'blishetl lo incorporaJe these additional wetlands. " Only one vernal pool (center) 
was assessed on ID and as was me:ntioned earlier, aerial photography was enhanced to make lbe 
other "two vema! pools" (northwest and northeast vp) appear to be similar. The one assessed 
vernal pool, the largest of the three in the center, only received a CRAM rating oi'C+ (78.531%), 
The other two pools do not share similar features yet they were not assessed. When Hodel 
Family accompanied the "'g,roup" during both the Au~cpt a.~')essment and May infotrnaJ ,'la)k 
through they were assured that tltc larger vernal pool \VUS not significant, and that tltc otl1cr two 
were even less so. This was confumed today, June 8, 2013 during another informal walk through 
by the Hodel Family. 

Finally, it should be noted that the CRAM did not assess the Hodel PDrccl wen1al pools as a 
wetlands syste:m because they are not. Ln order to create a system, however, extra acreage is 
taken from the Hodcl l'arccl is taken in order to artificially create a system of vernal pools . Thi:s 
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deprives the Hodel Family o f 21 developable acres out oflheir small 56 acre parcel bMed on 
flawed planning. 

V, Alternative I Is lmt>n~cticaland Creates Health Aud Safety Risks As Well As 
Connicts In Residential Use 

Allcmative I creates an incompatible land usc on the Hodel Puree! - i.e. 21 acres o f open space 
with high density peninsula in the middle. 'lbe proposed 2 1 acres of Open Space on the property 
has no trees and has yearly weed cover that can grow to 3 feet high. This creates an annual fue 
danger which requires the Hodcls to disk a fire break around lheir house every year. f ire danger 
is increased with major roads and increased population (especially high density) within, and 
su.rronnding the 21 acres. Additionally, cattle a re allowed to graze pan oftbc property to reduce 
the weeds and lire danger. Cattle droppings draw flies which arc a nuisance to rcsidemial 
housit>g. lhe combination of fi re hll7-0rds a long with health and safety concerns created by the 
cattle render the current layout of Allemative I impractical. 

Further, tbe location of high density development in the middle of open space violates the Corps' 
own goals and policies where they state that high density should be "along major lransponation 
corridors and transit roules".4 The purpose for this policy is obvious and previous land use 
proposals for the Hodel Parcel p lanned accordingly. However, for the sake of preserving three 
vernal pools which are, in fact, not similar, not significant, and not a system, the EIS is willing to 
sacrifocc its owu policy. Beyond this, the EIS roporl acknowledges that connicts arc created in 
Alternative I hy tl1e proposed proximity of high density residential and low density residential. 
They further suggest that those conflicts might be severe. 'lbe Hodels are concerned that if the 
"severity of potential conflicts" cannot be avoided then land uses, developable units, and 
property value would suffer. The only solution for this problem would for the Corps to 
reconsider the taking of some, if not all, vernal pools on the Hodel Parcel so that residential land 
use could be planned to best meet the needs o f the people who li,·c there. 'lbis would also be the 
most equitable for the Hodels, a small, sing le parcel which has been excessively and unfairly 
burdened by the Corps' taking of21 acres for 2 acres of jurisdictional wellands.S 

4 Se~ e.g .. ( ioal 1 fl: '"'fn provide adequate land in a range of rc.,idcmial dcnsitjcs to ecc:onunodatc: the housing 
needs or an income groups. expeaed to reside In Plactr County'": Polley l .ll. l : ''1'he Coonty shall proll'IQ(e the: 
concentration of nc:w residential development in hight,.odensit'y residential areas located aloog major h'an.-Sportation 
curridors and uaosil routes." 

S '"The hi,gh-density restdenrial l:tnd use C:Ollld e()nfliet wilh low-<len!>ity re..olidential uses t.o lhc weo;:t on Jlarccl .~A. 
f'luwcvcr, u dc5<:rib...-d above, devdUpm<:nt of dte:ie uses would be guided by the &oals, policies and guiddinc:s 
contained in 1M Spoeifie Plan and existing Coonty regulations which would reduce the severity or poceoliaJ 
contliets." 3.11-14 
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For the foregoing reasons, Alternative I is highly infeasible, extremely unfair. and detrimental 
for the value and usc of the Hodel Parcel. Alternative I open space, 21 acres, along with Placer 
Vineyards Road and Parks easements, 5 acres, reduces the developable propeny from 56 acres to 
30 acres, a reduction in potential value by 46%. 1be Hodel family is a small land owner by 
comparison to the larger Placcr Vineyards Developers. The two acres of alleged "jurisdictional 
wetlands" do not justify the taking of21 acres of open space, therefore Alternate I should be 
altered significantly to address the foregoing coocen>s. 

Thank you for your auention. 

Slncc~ly, 
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Letter D: Kassouni Law, Timothy V. Kassouni on behalf of Hodel Family Enterprises, 

L.P., dated June 10, 2013 

Response D-1 

Based on the wetlands delineation that was submitted to the USACE by the Applicant for the Hodel 

parcel and a field verification conducted by USACE, the USACE determined that the water features on 

the parcel are waters of the U.S. pursuant to the Clean Water Act. If the Applicant would like a re-

evaluation of the USACE’s determination, the Applicant will need to submit a revised wetlands 

delineation and provide evidence in support of the claim that the project site wetlands are not 

jurisdictional. The USACE will evaluate the information and inform the Applicant of its determination.  

Response D-2 

Both NEPA and Section 404(b)(1) process require an evaluation of alternatives to the Proposed Action. As 

the Proposed Action would result in the filling of wetlands on the Hodel parcel, the USACE must 

evaluate alternatives that avoid or minimize that impact. The alternative put forth in the Draft EIS is a 

reasonable alternative and was therefore evaluated in the document. Once the Final EIS is completed, the 

USACE will conduct further evaluation of the alternatives pursuant to Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean 

Water Act to identify the LEDPA. The USACE’s final determination will be included in the ROD, and a 

decision whether to issue or deny the permits will be made once the ROD is prepared. Please note that 

the USACE will consider all of the Hodel Family comments in its evaluation of alternatives under Section 

404(b)(1), including the concern that the restrictions imposed by Alternative 1 on the use of the Hodel 

parcel may constitute a regulatory taking.  

Response D-3 

As discussed in the Draft EIS (pages 2.0-10 and 11), the USACE conducted a California Rapid Assessment 

Method (CRAM) analysis of the wetland resources on the PVSP project site to identify areas where 

avoidance of wetlands would be most beneficial. Based on the results of the CRAM analysis, the USACE 

in consultation with U.S. EPA identified five areas on the project site where the potential for further 

avoidance of wetlands should be further evaluated. From these areas, five focused avoidance alternatives 

were defined which included the development of the rest of the project site per the PVSP and additional 

avoidance of wetland resources in each of the five avoidance areas. Alternative 1 is one of the five 

additional avoidance alternatives developed for the NEPA document in this manner. These alternatives 

focus preservation on locations with higher densities of aquatic resources, and on aquatic resources of 

greater quality relative to the aquatic resources on the PVSP site as whole, as measured by the CRAM. 

The land use diagram for the Hodel parcel under Alternative 1 differs from the land use diagram for the 

same property under the No Action Alternative because the requirement to obtain a Section 404 permit 

from the USACE under the No Action alternative is avoided by simply not filling the  However, the 

avoidance of wetlands under the No Action Alternative does not avoid indirect impacts to listed species 

present in the vernal pools or prevent habitat fragmentation. Therefore, Alternative 1 was developed to 

encompass all three vernal pools within one open space area to avoid habitat fragmentation and indirect 

impacts on listed species. Furthermore, to avoid fragmentation, the roadway that previously bisected the 
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parcel was relocated to the south. As a result of these changes, the total area of open space under this 

alternative increased to 21 acres. In summary, to avoid direct and indirect impacts to the waters of the 

U.S. and invertebrate habitat on this parcel, under this alternative, about 21 acres would be preserved as 

open space and residential development would be clustered in the areas indicated on the graphic for this 

alternative. 

As stated in the Draft EIS, the CRAM analysis tested some of the wetlands on the site and applied the 

results of the tested wetlands to other nearby wetlands. The average CRAM score of the evaluated 

features on the entire PVSP site was 69.1 and the scores ranged from a low of 50.8 to a high of 80.7. Based 

on the CRAM rating of 78.53 for the center vernal pool on the Hodel parcel and the presence of the other 

two large vernal pools near the center vernal pool, the parcel was determined to be one of five properties 

on the PVSP site where additional avoidance of wetlands would be most beneficial.  

As noted above, once the Final EIS is completed, the USACE will conduct further evaluation of the 

alternatives pursuant to Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act to identify the LEDPA. The USACE’s 

final determination will be included in the ROD. Please note the USACE will consider all of the Hodel 

Family comments in its evaluation of alternatives under Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act.  

Response D-4 

The graphics presented in the Draft EIS are not photo-shopped as stated in the comment. On most of the 

graphics, different colors were used to depict the proposed land uses such as low density, medium and 

high-density residential, commercial, institutional uses, roads, open space, roads, and water features. 

Blue is used in the graphics to show water features that would otherwise not be discernible given the 

scale of the aerial photos.  

Please refer to Response D-3, above which explains why additional land around the three vernal pools 

was designated open space under Alternative 1.  

Response D-5 

Fire management tactics are discussed in depth in Section, 3.13 Public Services under Impact PUB-2. 

Concerns regarding compatibility of cattle grazing and residential uses are analyzed in Section 3.2, 

Agricultural Resources under Impact AG-2. As noted above, once the Final EIS is completed, the USACE 

will conduct further evaluation of the alternatives pursuant to Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act to 

identify the LEDPA. The USACE’s final determination will be included in the ROD. The USACE will 

consider the Hodel Family comments regarding the practicability and additional impacts on the human 

environment that would result from the implementation of Alternative 1 in its evaluation of alternatives 

under Section 404(b)(1) of the Clean Water Act.  
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June 10, 2013

Will Ness, Project Manager
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, Sacramento District
1325 J Street, Room 1350
Sacramento, CA 95814-2922

Sent via email: william.w.ness@usace.army.mil

Subject: Comments on SPK-1999-00737-DEIS for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan

Dear Mr. Ness,

This comment letter supersedes our 2007 comments in response to the PN/NOI in which we
expressed concerns that the project's approach to avoidance, minimization and mitigation of
vernal pools was inadequate. Since we submitted our comments in 2007, we have worked with
the project proponents, Placer County, and SACOG on an environmentally preferred approach
that best supports regional planning and conservation goals for Western Placer County while
meeting the requirements of State and Federal law. Based on the additional detail and
explanation provided through that process, we are now supportive of the proposed project and
believe that it represents the Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable Alternative (LEDPA)
for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan.

In line with the fundamental principles of conservation biology, the proposed plan reflects the
ecological reality that the integrity of vernal pool wetlands is best sustained within a landscape of
large interconnected upland habitat. In contrast, onsite avoidance of smaller vernal pool
preserves surrounded by urban growth suffers over time from the deterioration of the natural
system's biological function. Accordingly, the proposed project focuses on offsite conservation
and restoration of naturally functioning vernal pool landscapes, while preserving and enhancing
other important aquatic resources and adjacent features on site.

We also support the currently proposed mitigation strategy, consistent with the revised CEQA
mitigation measures adopted by Placer County September 11, 2012. We developed this
Mitigation Strategy jointly with the project proponents in consultation with Placer County,
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SACOG and others, specifically for application to Placer Vineyards. It reflects the best available
science on vernal pool biology, including local information associated with the proposed Placer
County Conservation Plan (PCCP). While it is obviously impractical to identify the exact
location of mitigation sites at this point for such a large plan with so many independent projects
that will develop over a long period of time, the proposed Mitigation Strategy provides sufficient
detail regarding the targeted mitigation area and other qualitative requirements as to ensure
appropriate mitigation in a manner that will provide a smooth transition for the PCCP if and
when adopted.

Based upon the best available science and in order to assure compatibility with the PCCP, if
adopted, the proposed mitigation strategy addresses no net loss in the context of vernal pool
complexes and associated grasslands, rather than addressing wet acre impacts and mitigation
ratios in isolation. As a result, compensatory mitigation achieves no net loss in the context of
functioning ecosystems, which increases functions and values. Other qualitative components of
the PCCP incorporated into the proposed mitigation strategy include targeted locational criteria
coordinated with Placer County and SACOG to reduce impacts from future urbanization and
enhance the potential for connectivity, minimum acreage requirements for preserves to reduce
edge effects, and a strong preference for restoration over creation that emphasizes quality over
quantity but limits opportunities for compensatory mitigation. For consistency with the PCCP
and based on the best available science, there is no attempt to draw firm distinctions between
impacts to vernal pools and other associated wetlands within vernal pool grasslands since such
distinctions are often artificial and ignore the way these features function together in a natural
landscape. Since these distinctions are blurred when assessing impacts, some flexibility is
appropriately provided for out of kind compensatory mitigation.

We believe this approach is sound whether or not the PCCP is ultimately adopted or utilized by
projects in the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan. On its own, because of the scale of the project,
applying the proposed avoidance, minimization and mitigation strategy to the development of the
Placer Vineyards Specific Plan will make a significant contribution toward regional conservation
of vernal pool and grassland habitat. As a bonus, the avoidance, minimization and mitigation
will be compatible with the proposed PCCP if and when adopted. Offsite habitat conservation
provided by the project will be within the Reserve Acquisition Area of the PCCP, where threats
from future urban development should not occur. Vernal pool conservation reserves will
generally be a minimum of 200 acres, unless the site is contiguous with other reserve lands. The
proposed mitigation strategy is the approach most likely to contribute to the establishment of a
system of large, connected reserve areas that will provide the most long-term environmental
benefit.

We believe the proposed project represents the LEDP A for the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan.
We encourage your approval of the proposed project along with the regional approach to
conservation as embodied in the proposed avoidance, minimization and mitigation strategy. The
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proposed project and mitigation strategy meets the avoidance, minimization and compensatory
requirements of the CWA §404(b)(I) Guidelines, while at the same time ensuring the long-term
biological function of vernal pools and vernal pool grassland habitat.

Please feel free to contact us regarding these comments.

Sincerely,

Terry Davis Ed Pandolfino
Director Conservation Co-Chair
Mother Lode Chapter Sierra Club Sierra Foothills Audubon Society
909 12th Street, Suite 202 ERPfromCA@aol.com
Sacramento, CA 95814
916 557-1100 ext. 108
terry.davis@sierraclub.org
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Letter E: Sierra Club/Sierra Foothills Audubon Society, Terry Davis and Ed Pandolfino, 

dated June 10, 2013 

Response E-1 

The comments from Sierra Club and Sierra Foothills Audubon Society in support of the Proposed Action 

as LEDPA and the Applicants’ draft Mitigation Strategy are noted. 
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MIWOK United Auburn lndian Cotnmunily 
MAIOU or the Au bum Rencheria 

Gene WI> ........ JoMI.. W~ CIMyR.-y 
Cllaimlal'l ViOe cn_.rrnan 

June 17,2013 

WiUiam Ness 
California North Branch Office 
Regulatory Division, Sacrnmento District 
U.S. Anny Corps of Engineers 
1325 J Street, Room 1350 
Sacramento, Cali fomia 958 t 4-2922 

...,.,., 

a ~ ... ;;;...> . -......... 
Brel'lda Adatl'lt Cti\IIA~ 

Tcea3t.aCf Cw1dl W.cmbor 

Subject: Sl'K-1999-00737, DEIS for the l'lac<T Vineyards Specific Plan, Placer County 

Dear Mr. Ness, 

TI1ank you for requesting information regarding the above referenced project. The United 
Auburn Indian Cummunity (UA IC) of the Auburn Rancheria is comprised ofMiwok and 
Southern Maidu (Niscnan) people whose tribal lands arc within Placer County and ancestral 
territory spans into Ill Dorado, Nevada, Sacramento, Sutter, and Yuba counties. Titc UAlC is 
concemed about development within its aboriginal territory that has pot<"lltial to impact the 
liteways, cultlll!lll sites, and landscapes that may be of sacred or ceremonial significance. We 
appreciate the opportunity to comment on this and other projects in your jurisdiction. 

UAIC's Environmental SLTVices Department has reviewed the following document, SPK-1999-
00737, Draft P.nvironmentallmpact Statemettt (DE!R)for the Plltccr Vineyards Specific Plan, 
Placer County, and has the following rccommcndnti()ns: 

P. 3.6-2, Section 3.6.11NTRODUCT10N 
The UA IC understands that the nteasures to completo the idcnlification, evaluation of 
significance, and resolution of adverse effect (mitigation of significant impacts) to significant 
cultural rcsourucs will be stipulated lhrou&h the development and execution ofa Programmatic 
Agreement (!'A) with a prO!JI'ammatic Historic Property Management Plan (HPMP). It is 
important to note right away that INOT all archaeological work described herein was conducted 
by or under the direct supervision of archaeologists who meet the Secretary of the Interior's 
Professional Qualification Standards for prehistoric and historical archac'>Ology. 

P .. 3.6-2, 3.6.2 AFFECTED ENVIRONMENT, 3.6.2. I Srudy Area and Project Area of Potential 
Effects (APE) 
The Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (PVSP) proposes extensive residential and commercial 
development, ·parks and other open space, and associated infrastntcture, over a period of about 
30 to 40 years; this Proposed Action will drastically modify the landscape from its current native 
state. 

Tnbal Office 10720 Indian Hill Road AulJ<Jrn, CA ~3 (5301 883-2390 FAX (530) 883·2380 
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P. 3.6-4, 3.6.2.2 Regional Prehistory, Ethnography and History 
Update Maidu and Miwok prehistory and history references in lhe archaeological reports. Update 
Prehistory section to include Mart is/Kings Beach complex and such Niscnan sources ns Sheri 
Tatsch, Terry L. Jones and Kathryn Klar, and Moratto. Additional c1hno~raphic sources include 
Littlejohn, Riddell, and Merriam. The Ul:!lR includes some but not all of these references. 
Additional discussion on the Native American settlers and ethnographic infonnants that 
inhabited the project area is needed. 

P. 3.6- 15, 3.6.4.2 Analysis Methods, Archa<'l>logical Surveys 
None ofKic Windmiller's reports meet the DOl SOl Standards and Qualifications and arc not 
adequate for compliance with Nl!PA and Section 106. 

UAIC requeo>ts a resurvey of Dry Creek using tribal monitors. We would like any additional 
fcature.q found recorded on DPR funns and site recon!ls updated. 

P. 3.6-18, Efforts to Identify Potential Buried Archaeological Deposits 
Efforts to iden'tify potential buried archaeological dcposiL• should include review of existing 
burial data from previous e.<cavations a.nd collections boeing held in curation facil ities. The 
corridors along Dry Creek (which runs along the southeastern boundary of U•c PVSP silc and 
within tho /\Pills of some off-site improvements) and its major tributaries (primarily in the 
eastern part of the project area) should be considered lobe highly sensitive for the potential 
p rc-sL'TICC ofbu ric'tl prehistoric cultw·al deposits. 

1'. 3.6-18, Results of Previous Cultural Resources Identification and Evaluation 
As noted by both ECORP Consulting and the UAIC, the Ric Windmiller survey r<'J'OrtS 
incorrectly plot or make reference to unlocated resources. The UAtC recommends all sites arc 
relocated and adeql!lltely evalllllte<! in accorl!arrco to tho DOl $01 Standards and Qualifications 
K11d arc not adequate lor complirutce with NEP 1\ and Section I 06. Many of Windmiller's 
evaluations are premature and were done for CEQA compliance, not Section I 06. Therefore 
fonnal evaluation will be required that will need to comply with Section I 06. 

The cvaluatiom should include acknowledgement that t11e prehistoric significance of tho area M 

an archaeological district and the resources on the project as contributing clements to I he Dry 
Creek archaeological district. Reevaluate resources and reconsider Criteria A, B, and C. The 
UAIC contcnclls that all of the prehistoric resources 011·site aro contributing elements to the 
Niscnan district and its tcrTitorics. 

In the absence of physical evidence or inability to relocate resource., a furrnul significru•cc 
assessment anrl test program should be carried out in compliance with f<X.Icral rogulations. 
If possible UAJC would like copes of GIS data and sbapefiles for all the cultll!lll resources in the 
project area. 

In consultation with the appropriate Native American tribes, USACE will identify Historic 
Properties of traditional religious and cultural importance including landscapes, ecological 
knowledge, lit:'eways, and traditional cultural propenies. 

P. 3.6-18, 3.6.5 ENVIRONMENTAL CONSEQUENCES AND MITIGATION MEASURES 
All parties should prepare, Execute, and Implement a Memorandum of Agrcement to supplement 
the Programmatic Agre<-mcnt witn Programmatic Historic Properties Treatment Plan and 
Project-Specific Treatment Plans. The UAIC would like to participate in the review of the 

Tribal Office 10720 1110ian Hill Road Aubum, CA 95603 (5JQ) 883-2390 FAX (530) 883-2380 
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MOA/PA and sign both documents as a Concurring Party. The MOA should be prepared in the 
development ofthe Proposed Acri.on and adverse ciTocl5 to the existing lmndscape, lifewnys, and 
ecological features and knowledge. This should be considered at the Programmatic Level since 
all of this will permanently alter the landscape as previously stated in the DEIR, by piece· 
mea ling it out .at the project level will not consider the overall adverse and cumulative effects 
that Ute Dry Creek Archaeological District will endure. 

The UAIC would like to provide input on Ute identification, evaluation, and proposed treatment 
of historic properties. In addition, the FEIR should be updated to reflect the May 23,2013, field 
visit between UAlC, USACI!, and !!CORP Consulting and describe the field conditions, sites 
visited and submit site record update forms. 

UAJC's Environmental Services Dcparlln(mt has reviewed the following documents, SPK-1999· 
00737, Pmgrummalic Agreemenl belweet~lhe U.S. Army Corp.< uj'Engineers and !he California 
Office ofHL<toric PYc.<ervation atul the Advisory Cmmcll 011 Hisloric Preservatio11 (fBD) 
regarding the /'Iacer Vineyards Specific Plan, Placer County, and has the following 
recommendations: 

The UAlC acoepts the invitation to Review the Programmatic Agrcemenl (PA) and RequestS! 
Concurring Po:rty Status. The UAIC would like to know when the Histori·c Property Treatment 
Plan will be developed and would like to participate in the review and approval process. It is 
undt'I'Stood th"t no Sect inn 404 pt..'Tillil' will be issued by the Corps under the PVSP until all 
cultural rcsour<:CS issues have be(.·n adequately addrCS$CS and miti,;;ated. Tile Regional Genernl 
Permit for the .PVSP Proposed Ac1ion should include a MOA to deal with adverse effects to the 
landscape, lifcways, and ecological knowledge of the local indigenous populations. 

Stipulation 3, Pcnuit APE's for Specific Projects: Historic Property ldenlilicntion and 
Evaluation. 
l'rojeet level p<.'mlit issuances should not be allowed to piecemeal contributing elements to the 
district or components of archaeological sites. 
C. Draft copies of the survey, eval uation, or any other type of cultural resources report should be 
reviewed concurremly with the SHI'O. 

Stipulation 4, Project-Specific Determinations of Effect. 
A. The UAIC would like to be consulted on Determinations of Effect and have the opportWli ty to 
r<:.~icw and provide comments. 

Stipulation S, Historic Property Troannent Plans 
A. UAlC woul.d like to be included here; 
B. see above Stipulation S, A. 

C. sec above Stipulation 5, A. 
The UAIC requests to be involved throughout the consultation process fo-r Stipulations A, B. und 
C, and recommends a separate Treatment and Dispos>tion agreement be developed to deal with 
potential discoveries. 

Stipulation 6, !Review of Histone Property Treatment Plan. 
We request to remain included in the review process for the liPTP and would like to receive 3 
ftnal bard and digital copies of the HPTP. 
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Stipulation 9, Puhlic Involvement and Native American lnvolvconcnt. 
The UAJC is a sovereign nation and a fonnalgovcmmcnt. It is believed that additional time will 
be needed to a<ldress the TCP,IandS<:apc, archaeologj.:al district, and eth.nohistorical conceon of 
!he area. '11tis will include interviewing tribal elders. 

E. UAIC would like to review and comment on draft copies of the survey and evaluntion reports, 
and receive final hard and digital wpics as stated in Stipulation 6. 

Stipulation I 0. Modifications and Additions to Off-site Infrastructure 
We would like to be invited to consult on and review any proposed proje<:r areas on- or off-site. 

Stipulation I I. Discovery of Unanticipated Human Remains 
If any human remains are located the UAIC would like to be contacted immediately. 

Stipulation 12. Curation 
The UAtC recommends that no artifacts be taken and that all archaeological material be reburied 
immediately after e"cavation and in-field analysis. If the Corps dcterrnin;;s it ncocssary to take 
cultural material and curate it !hen !his should be done in consultation with the UAIC. We would 
like all associated NAGPRA collections repatriated illlld archaeological collections removed 
during excava~ion returned nnd reburied on site. 

Stipulation 13. Treatment of Human Remains and Associated Obje-cts 
There needs to be a ~alive American Treatment and DispOsition agreement and MOA developed 
in order to ensure that remains, grove goods, items of cultural patrimony, and sacred objects 
encountered during the undertaking arc treated v.ith respect, dignity and in accordance with 
Section 5097 of Ute Public Resources COOe. 

Stipulation 14~ Profc.i\sional Quali fication.s ant.l Standards 
It is understood that many of the survey and evaluation reports were prepared under CEQA 
permitting conditions ond do not meet the requirements set forth in the Secretary of Inte-rior' s 
Professional Qualification Standards (36 CFR Part 6 1 ). All reports, cxist\ng reports and any 
newly prepared reports will have to comply wilh Section I 06 requirements, standards, and 
guidelines. It is also important that the Corps ensure the individual!s conducting !he etlutographic 
and ethnohistorical work conducted pursuant to the PA, HPMP, HPTP, and MOA be carried out 
by the rcquircmcnLq sc1 forth in Ute Sccretnryoflnterior's Professional Qualification Standards 
(36 CFR Part 61 ), Bulletin 38, and Preservation Bricf36. 

UAtC's Environmental Services Department has reviewed !he following documentS, SrK-1999-
0IJ73 7, Historic Properties Managemellf Plan. Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, Placer County, 
ECORP Project No. 2001-196.1, and has the follo11~ng rewmrnendations: 

P. 13, CONTEXT, 3.2 Cultun~l Cc.mtcxt 
Tbe Ethnographic Context should: 

• continue to the current date, rather thwt ending with the Great Depression; 
• reference that the project area is within the service area and ancestral territory of the 

United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria; 
• referen.ce contemporary cultural events and connections to Roseville (the Roseville 

Maidu Museum CM provide you with descriptions of dances, celebrations, art, food o.nd 
other information describing contemporary cultural context); 
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• describe the ethnographic village of Pitchiku (Littlejohn 1928, T"tsch 2006, Wilson & 
Towne 1978); 

• characterize the unique resources and landscape of the Placer Vineyard area within the 
Niscnan community (with an emphnsis on the Dry Creek corridor); 

• We recommend the following references to supplement your Ethnogrnphic Context and 
PrchisUolic Archaeology sections: 

o H.R. 4228, l03rd Cong. (1994). The Auburn Indian RcstC>ration Act. 
o Bibby, Brian 

2005 Dccpcr than Oold: Indian life in the Sierra foothills. Berkeley: Heyday 
Books. 

o Uavis, Leonard M. 
1981 Rocklin, past, present, future : an illustrated history of Rocklin, Placer 
County, California, from l864to 1981. Roseville, Cali f.: Rocklin Friends of t11c 
Library. 

o Hogeland, Kim nod L. Frank 
2007 First Families: A Photographic History of California Indians. Berkeley, 
CA: Heyday Book~. 

o Johnson, Jerald J., and Melissa Famcomb 
2005 Archaeological Field Manual, California State University, Sacramento. 7 
(Institute of Archaeology and Cultural Studies). Institute of Archaeology and 
Cultural Studies, Department of Antluopology, California State University, 
Sacrurm.·nlo. 

o Littlejohn, Hugh 
1928 Nisenan ge>ography: field notes and manuscript. Ethnological Documents 
ofthe Department and Museum of Anthropology, University of California, 
Berkeley, J875·19.5S. Bancroft Library, Berkeley, CA. 

o Rosenthal, Jellrey S., Gregory G. White, and Mark Q. Sutton 
2007 The Central Valley: A View lront the Catbird's Sent. lr1 California 
Prehistory: C',oloni7.ation, Culture and Complexity. T.L. Jones and K.A. Klar, eds. 
Pp. 147-164. Lanham, MD: Altamira Press. 

o Tatsch, Sheri Jean 
2006 The Nisenan: Dialects & Districts of A Speech (',ommunity, Native 
American Studies, University of California, Davis. 

Your extensive u_.eofthe Wallace (1978) Northern Valley Yokuts reference as a source for !he 
Prehistoric An;hacology ofPVSP is not appropriate to the Roseville area, which is in Niscna.n 
territory; Moratto ( 1985), ElliltSS<.T ( 1978); Johnson (2005) and Rosenthal cl al (2007) are mC>re 
regionally and culturally appropriate sources for the discussion of prehistoric archaeology. We 
recommend that you update Maidu and Miwok prehistory and history references in the 
arehaeological reports. Update Prcllislory section to include Martis/Kings Beach complex and 
such Nisenan souroes as Sheri Tastch, Terry L. Jones and Kathryn Klar, nod Moratto. Additional 
ethnographic sources include Littlejohn, Riddell, ood Merriam. 

1'. 23, 4.3, Curation 
The UAIC recommends that no artifacts be taken andl thai all archaeological material be reburied 
immediately n.fter excavation and in-field analysis. If the Corps detennines it necessary to take 
cultural material and curate 11 this should be done in conJO:ultation and under a tOnnal 
memorandum of agreement with lhc Tribe. We would like all associated NAGPRA collections 
repatriated and archaeological collections n.'Tl'lovcd during excavation returned and reburied on 
site. 
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P. 23, IDENHFICATION AND EVALUATION STANDARDS AND PROCEDURES 
Your baseline research should include consultation with cultural resources staff and a request 
from the IJAIC's Tribal Historic Resources lnfonnation System. 

P. 26, Subsurface Testing of Prehistoric and Historic Archaeological Sites 
The UAJC Tribal Historic Preservation Officer would like to be contacted prior to initiation of 
subsurface excnvntion. 

Dwmy Rey, THPO 
United Au bum Indian Community 
10720 lnd.ian Hill, 
Auburn, California 95603 
530-883-2350 
dannyr@auburnrancheria.com 

Prior to fonnal excavations a tribal treatment plan needs to be developed. Tribal monitors are 
recommended during all ground disturbing actives or discoveries associated with Native 
Am<.:rie<tn human n.."ttutins or ani facts. 

r. 34, 6.2 Native American Organizations and Concurring Parties 
The UA lC requests to be a Concuning Party on any a.grccments developed for the Proposed 
Action and sped fie projects. 

P. 35, 7.0 Assessment ofEilects 
The UA IC would like to review a11d comment on any Finding or Detenninations of Effect 
submitted to the Corps or SlfPO for review and asse11.~m~111. 

P. 36, 8.0 Resolution of Adverse Effects 
Resolution of Adverse Effocts should be accomplishC>d in consultation with the affected Triboe/s, 
including UA!C. 

1'. 36, Treatment 
UAIC appreciates the opportunity to draft and review a Historic Properties Treatment Plan 
(lfPTP) and any other associated docum(."llts; and, requires a SC'(l>natc Tn:11tmcnt and DispOsition 
Plan be developC>d for the appropriate protocols that confonn to the Native Am<:rican beliefs. If 
necessary a curation agreement should also be developed at this time. 

The UAIC would also like to make a lew general poims for consideration in developing the 
scope and con!cnt of the Pluccr Vineyards SP Draft E1wiromnentallmpaet Reports (DEIR); 

• The UAIC recommends that projects withiu the Placer Vineyards SP DctR jurisdiction 
be designed to incorporate known cultural site:s into open space or other protected areas; 

• The UAIC is interested in :holding conservation casements for culturally significant 
prehistoric sites; 

• We would like all associated NAGPRA collections repatriated and archaeological 
collections removed during excavation returned and reburied on site; 

• The UAIC recommends that no collection or curation of Native American artifacts or 
hwnan remain take place . .If the Corps detennines it necessary to take cultural material 
and c'llrntc it then this shuulcl be done in consultation with tlte UA !C; 
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• The UAIC would like the opportunity to provide Tribal representatives to monitor 
projects if excavation and data recovery are required for prehistoric cultural sites, or in 
cases where ground disturbance is proposod at or near sensitive cultural resources; 

• The UAIC requests no rc..moval of artifacts from archaeological sites, and it i< interested 
in receiving cultural materials from prehistoric sites where excavation and data recovery 
has been performed; 

• The UAIC would like to receive copies of environmental notices and documents lor 
projects within the jurisdiction of the DIER. 

The UAIC is interested in preserving and protecting all prehistoric resources within our Service 
Area; therefore we welcome efforts that af'tord the greatest protection of .:ultural sites and 
landscapes. Evaluation of cultural resources offers this opportunity. We look forward to 
continuing tl1is dialogue with the US Army Corps. Please contact Marcos Gucrreto, Cultural 
Resources Manager, at {530) 883-2364 or email at mgucrrcro@aubummncheria.com if you have 
any ques·tions. 

Sincerely, 

Gene Whiteho·use, 
Chairman 

CC: Marcos Guerrero, CRM 

Tribal OtliGe 10720 tnalan Hill Roa<l Aut)um, CA 9!5003 (530) 883·2390 FAX (530) 883-2380 
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Letter F: Miwok Maidu United Auburn Indian Community, Gene Whitehouse, dated 

June 17, 2013 

General Response  

The comment letter raises various issues regarding the cultural resources surveys and evaluations of the 

Specific Plan Area performed to date and mitigation that will be implemented to minimize the impacts of 

Specific Plan development on historic properties. Portions of the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan (PVSP) 

area has been subjected to baseline cultural resources surveys and evaluations by a professional 

archaeologist meeting the Secretary of the Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards for 

archaeology. Based on these studies, the USACE was able to develop a baseline cultural context statement 

for the plan area that provides sufficient information about potential effects to historic properties for the 

purposes of a programmatic-level analysis. Based on this information, the USACE concluded that historic 

properties are likely to be affected as developments are sought under the Specific Plan over the duration 

of the project. However, not all areas in the PVSP have been surveyed at this time and specific effects to 

historic properties cannot be assessed until project-specific development permit applications are 

considered under the PVSP, consultation for that permit will be carried out pursuant to a Programmatic 

Agreement (PA) under section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act (NHPA). The project-specific 

consultation for each property will be directed by the PA and Historic Property Management Plan 

(HPMP), which has been drafted and submitted to the State Historic Preservation Officer (SHPO) and 

other consulting parties for their review and comment. The PA will be signed prior to the issuance of the 

PVSP Regional General Permit by the USACE, SHPO, and other appropriate parties. The PA and HPMP 

specify the Section 106 process that will be followed by the USACE and individual applicants who will 

need to demonstrate compliance with applicable standards and guidelines in survey, inventory, 

evaluation of eligibility, and finding of effect for individual resources and potential districts. Through this 

process, previously unrecorded cultural resources – such as buildings that become historic in age, 

unrecorded archaeological sites, or historic or prehistoric districts – may be identified and would be 

subject to evaluation and, if eligible and subject to adverse effects, mitigated pursuant to the PA and 

HPMP. 

Response F-1 

Comment noted. Please see the General Response, above. 

Response F-2 

The landscape of the Specific Plan Area has been modified over many years, as a result of active grazing, 

agricultural activities, homesteading, and adjacent residential and commercial development. As noted in 

the Draft EIS page 3.6-3 through -4, the viewshed of the Specific Plan area includes mixed-use rural 

residential development, scattered rural residences, and new residential subdivisions. The Specific Plan 

Area itself is also disturbed, as it contains some rural residences and has been historically used for dry 

farming, cattle grazing, and rice cultivation. Although the current landscape no longer represents its 

native (pre-European contact) state, the USACE acknowledges that full buildout will alter the Specific 

Plan area from its current state and this may cause adverse effects to historic or prehistoric cultural 

resources.  
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Response F-3 

The archaeological reports submitted for this project have already been accepted as final. However, 

references will be noted for future reports. Technical reports prepared under the Programmatic 

Agreement will be required to include an appropriate cultural context statement, which may include, but 

would not be limited to, the references suggested here.  

Response F-4 

Comment noted. Please see the General Response, above. All future studies will be carried out under the 

methods and standards stipulated in the HPMP, which ensures compliance with the Secretary of the 

Interior’s Professional Qualifications Standards, and other relevant standards and guidelines. 

Please see the General Response, above. Because Dry Creek crosses multiple property lines that may or 

may not be included in the PVSP, a resurvey of this area at this time is not possible due to multiple 

permissions required to access the Dry Creek corridor which are not currently granted, and would not 

change the findings of the EIS. However, each applicant for a Section 404 permit within the Specific Plan 

Area will be required to provide technical reports that comply with the PA and HPMP. This will include 

a survey of each permit area carried out by or under the direct supervision of qualified professional 

consultants. In some instances, the USACE may determine a resurvey of previously surveyed areas will 

be warranted, if survey standards specified in the HPMP are not met by previous surveys. All technical 

studies will be required to record newly identified sites on Department of Parks and Recreation (DPR) -

series site records, and to update existing site records with new information. The request for tribal 

monitors to be included on consultant survey teams has been noted for future reference and will be 

handled on a case-by-case basis. 

Response F-5 

Comment noted. Please see the General Response, above. Consultants carrying out technical studies 

under the PA will be required to make a good faith effort to seek out all available information that may 

inform their studies and the USACE before a permit decision is made. 

Response F-6 

Please see the General Response, above. The USACE will take into account all sources of information 

related to sites previously recorded in the Specific Plan Area. Efforts will be made to relocate and 

properly identify previously recorded sites as prescribed by the PA and HPMP. All future technical 

reports prepared under the PA are required to meet specific mapping accuracy thresholds and will be 

required to provide sufficient information as prescribed in the PA in order for the USACE to make 

eligibility determinations under the Criteria for inclusion in the National Register of Historic Places.  

The USACE has concluded there is not sufficient information currently available to determine whether or 

not a National Register of Historic Places (NRHP)-eligible archaeological district exists. However, as 

noted in the General Response, should previously unrecorded historic properties, including any 

archaeological district, be identified in the future, impacts to such resources would be addressed 

implementation of the PA and HPMP. All technical studies carried out under the PA will include an 
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evaluation of eligibility to the NRHP under all criteria, using all available data and in consideration of 

individual resources and the relationship between individual resources in a district, if present. More 

specific information about the presence of a prehistoric archaeological district is welcomed as part of 

ongoing government-to-government consultation and will be taken into consideration as part of 

individual permit decisions, but does not change the findings of the EIS. 

In accordance with the PA and HPMP, evaluations of eligibility and significance will include subsurface 

testing, if archaeological deposits are known or suspected. The USACE will continue to consult with the 

Tribes (including the United Auburn Indian Community of the Auburn Rancheria [UAIC]) as individual 

permits are processed, and the UAIC may request site information through that forum. In general 

however, GIS data and shape files of confidential cultural resources are excluded from the public record 

under Exemption 3 of the federal Freedom of Information Act (5 USC § 552). This type of information is 

also protected under Section 304 of the NHPA. 

Consultation between the Native American community and the USACE is ongoing. 

Response F-7 

Please see the General Response and Response F-6, above. Should a determination be made that a 

NRHP-eligible archaeological district exists, then the impacts to the district would be addressed and 

resolved through the Section 106 process set forth in the PA and HPMP. This would ensure that the 

impacts of future USACE permitting actions affecting any such district would be evaluated and mitigated 

accordingly. The USACE acknowledges receipt of the UAIC’s request to be a concurring party to the PA. 

The USACE welcomes input on the identification, evaluation, and proposed treatment of historic 

properties. The Final EIS has been updated to reflect a field visit between the USACE, UAIC, and cultural 

resources consultant, ECORP, in May 2013. Site record updates and forms have been prepared but cannot 

be appended to the Final EIS because confidential cultural resources information is protected under 

Section 304 of the NHPA.  

Response F-8 

Comment taken under advisement. The PA provides for the consideration and appropriate treatment of 

historic districts as a whole, preventing the approval of project-specific Historic Property Treatment Plans 

(HPTPs) for development projects which contain a portion of said historic district, in order to prevent 

inconsistencies in implementation of project-specific HPTPs. 

Response F-9 

Comment taken under advisement. Tribal consultation will continue in accordance with the PA and 

HPMP, as well as Section 106 of the NHPA and its implementing regulations. 

Response F-10 

Comment taken under advisement. The USACE will consider including concurring parties, including the 

UAIC, in the review and comment process set forth in the PA for draft technical reports. 
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Response F-11 

Comment taken under advisement. The USACE will consider including the UAIC and other  parties in 

the review and comment process set forth in the PA for project-specific HPTPs. 

Response F-12 

Comment taken under advisement. The USACE will consider including concurring parties, including the 

UAIC, in the review and comment process set forth in the PA for draft technical reports and will provide 

concurring parties with copies of all final reports. 

Response F-13 

Comment noted.  

Response F-14 

Comment taken under advisement. The USACE will ensure that Native American human remains, grave 

goods, items of cultural patrimony, and sacred objects encountered within permit areas subject to the 

PVSP and governed by the PA are treated in accordance with the requirements of Section 7050.5 of the 

California State Health and Safety Code and Section 5097.98 of the California Public Resources Code The 

USACE will consider adding a requirement to notify the UAIC of any such discovery to the PA and 

project-specific HPTPs. 

Response F-15 

Artifact collections that have been or may be generated through this project are not the property of the 

federal government, and therefore, the Native American Graves Protection and Repatriation Act does not 

apply to this project. However, your request to have archaeological collections reburied on-site has been 

noted and will be taken into consideration during project-specific consultation. 

Response F-16 

Please see Response F-14, above. The USACE will consider including appropriate language to the PA 

and/or any project-specific HPTPs regarding the appropriate handling and treatment of Native American 

human remains, grave goods, items of cultural patrimony, and sacred objects encountered within permit 

areas subject to the PVSP. 

Response F-17 

Comment noted. Please see the General Response, above. 

Response F-18 

The UAIC suggests that the discussion of the Cultural Context in the EIS be further clarified and 

expanded using a series of recommended references.  

The USACE appreciates the information provided by the UAIC, and has added text to the Cultural 

Context section acknowledging some of the references provided by the UAIC. The revisions to the Draft 

EIS text are shown in Chapter 3.0, Errata. Please also note that the technical reports prepared under the 

Programmatic Agreement will be required to include an appropriate cultural context statement, which 
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may include, but is not limited to, the references suggested by the UAIC. Some of the other suggested 

edits to the Draft EIS text have not been made because while they are useful information, they do not 

alter the findings of the EIS.  

Response F-19 

Please see Response F-14 and Response F-15, above. Your request for consultation regarding the curation 

of artifact collections which may be generated through this project has been noted and will be taken into 

consideration during project-specific consultation. 

Response F-20 

Comment noted. Please see the General Response, above. 

Response F-21 

Comment noted. Tribal consultation will continue in accordance with the PA and HPMP, as well as 

Section 106 of the NHPA and its implementing regulations. 

Response F-22 

Comment noted. Tribal consultation will continue in accordance with the PA and HPMP, Section 106 of 

the NHPA and its implementing regulations, and in accordance with the USACE’s Tribal Consultation 

Policy, Tribal Policy Principles, the Department of Defense’s American Indian and Alaska Native Policy, 

Executive Order 13175, and other applicable policies regarding Government-2-Government consultation.   

Response F-23 

Comment noted. Tribal consultation will continue in accordance with the PA and HPMP, as well as 

Section 106 NHPA and its implementing regulations. 

Response F-24 

Comment noted. Tribal consultation will continue in accordance with the PA and HPMP, as well as 

Section 106 NHPA and its implementing regulations. The USACE will involve the Tribes in collaborative 

processes designed to ensure information exchange, consideration of perspectives, comments, and 

recommendations, before and during decision making in order to address any adverse effects.  

Response F-25 

Comment noted. Tribal consultation will continue in accordance with the PA and HPMP, as well as 

Section 106 of the NHPA and its implementing regulations. 

Response F-26 

Comment noted. Please see the General Response, above. Tribal consultation will continue in accordance 

with the PA and HPMP, as well as Section 106 NHPA and its implementing regulations. 

Response F-27 

Comment noted. 
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3.0 ERRATA 

3.1 INTRODUCTION 

This chapter shows revisions to the Draft EIS, subsequent to the document’s publication and public 

review. The revisions are presented in the order in which they appear in the Draft EIS and are identified 

by page number in respective chapters. These revisions are shown as excerpts from the Draft EIS. 

Strikethrough (strikethrough) text indicates deletions and underlined (underlined) text indicates 

additions. 

3.2 REVISIONS TO THE DRAFT EIS 

Abstract 

The second paragraph of the Abstract is revised as follows: 

The Proposed Action, which is the Applicant’s Preferred Alternative, encompasses two possible scenarios 

that represent the potential low-end and high-end of the range of development densities that could be 

developed on the project site: the “Base Plan scenario” and “Blueprint scenario.” The development 

footprint under both scenarios would be the same, though the land use designations and acreages under 

the various land uses would differ. The “Base Plan” scenario includes: 3,361 acres (1,360 hectares) of 

residential uses totaling 14,132 single- and multi-family residential units at buildout, 309 acres (125 

hectares) of commercial and office uses, 309 acres (125 hectares) of public/quasi-public uses such as 

schools, 211 acres (85 hectares) of parks, 709 acres (287 hectares) of open space, and 331332 acres (134 

hectares) of roadways. The “Blueprint” scenario includes: 3,220 acres (1,303 hectares) of residential uses 

totaling 21,631 single- and multi-family residential units at buildout, 342 acres (138 hectares) of 

commercial and office uses, 366 acres (148 hectares) of public/quasi-public uses such as schools, 273 acres 

(110 hectares) of parks, 709 acres (287 hectares) of open space, and 321 acres (130 hectares) of roadways.  

 

ES Executive Summary 

Table ES-1 on Draft EIS page ES-3 is revised as follows: 

 

 

Table ES-1 

Proposed Action and Alternatives – Acreages by Land Use 

 

Alternative 

Development 
Footprint 
(in acres) 

Residential 
Development 

(in acres) 

Residential 
Units at 
Buildout 

Other 
Development 

(in acres) 

Open 
Space 

(in acres) 

Potential 
Direct 

Impacts on 
Aquatic 

Resources* 
(in acres) 

Proposed Action 

/Applicant’s 

Preferred 

Alternative – Base 

Plan 

4,522 3,361 14,132 Commercial – 309 709 119.3 

Public Uses – 309 

Parks – 211 

Roads – 332 
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Proposed 

Action/Applicant’s 

Preferred 

Alternative - 

Blueprint 

4,522 3,220 21,63421,631 Commercial – 342 709 119.3 

Public Uses – 366 

Parks – 273 

Roads – 321 

No Action 

Alternative 

3,297 2,410 8,441 Commercial – 221 1,933 0 

Public Uses – 211 

Parks – 124 

Roads – 332 

Combined 

Alternatives 1 

through 5 

4,4314,429 3,267 14,132*** Commercial – 340 799801 

 

106.4110.8 

Public Uses – 293 

Parks – 200 

Roads – 330 

Alternative 1 4,504 3,357 14,132*** Commercial – 310 726 115.1116.9 

Public Uses – 301 

Parks – 210 

Roads – 329 

Alternative 2 4,516 3,328 14,132*** Commercial – 340 714 116.4118.1 

Public Uses – 307 

Parks – 207 

Roads – 335 

Alternative 3 4,4734,472 3,322 14,132*** Commercial – 309 757758 114.3115.9 

Public Uses – 304 

Parks – 208 

Roads – 332 

Alternative 4** 4,520 3,361 14,132*** Commercial – 309 711710 119.1119.2 

Public Uses – 309 

Parks – 211 

Roads – 332 

Alternative 5 4,502 3,345 14,132*** Commercial – 309 728 117.2118.8 

Public Uses – 309 

Parks – 208 

Roads – 331 

    

Note: Due to rounding, the development footprint and open space acreages may not add up to the total project site acreage, with a possibility of 

1 to 2 acres difference. 

* Direct impacts from all development on properties with active DA permit applications and within the Special Planning Area. An estimated 

4.2 acres of direct impact expected to result from off-site infrastructure development is included in the reported values.  

** Implementation of Alternative 4 would be contingent upon implementation of Alternative 3. Therefore, impact value reported for 

Alternative 4 is inclusive of impact value reported for Alternative 3, above. 

***The number of units that would be built under Alternatives 1 through 5 would be the same as the Proposed Action. This is because to the 

extent that the number of units to be built on a property is reduced due to the revised footprint, the same number of units would be built on 

another property by increasing the density, so that the total number of units for the PVSP as a whole would still remain 14,132 (or 21,634 

21,631 units if Alternatives 1 through 5 are combined with the Blueprint scenario). 

 

 



3.0 Errata  

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-3 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Final EIS 

USACE #199900737  July 2014 

2.0 Project Description 

The first sentence at the top of Draft EIS page 2.0-25 is revised as follows: 

In the event that the long-term water supply facilities are not in place when the initial ARPS supply from 

the two points of delivery has been fully used, a second initial surface water supply project wouldcould 

be constructed. 

 

Table 2.0-8 on Draft EIS page 2.0-40 is revised as follows: 

 

 

Table 2.0-8 

Alternative 1 – Property 1B Site Land Use Summary (in acres) 
 

Land Use 

Proposed Action- 

Base Plan 

Proposed Action - 

Blueprint Alternative 1 

Low Density Residential  10 0 0 

Medium Density Residential  18 14 22 

High Density Residential  6 11 8 

Residential Subtotal  34 25 30 

Commercial  0 0 0 

Religious Facilities 9 17 1 

Public Uses Subtotal 9 17 1 

Open Space 4 43.5 21 

Park 2 4 1 

Roads 7 76.5 4 

Park, Roads and Open Space Subtotal 13 14 26 

Total 56 56 56 
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Table 2.0-9 on Draft EIS page 2.0-40 is revised as follows: 

 

 

Table 2.0-9 

Alternative 2 – Property 3 Site Land Use Summary (in acres)  
 

Land Use 

Proposed Action - 

Base Plan 

Proposed Action - 

Blueprint Alternative 2 

Medium Density Residential  2726.5 0 0 

High Density Residential  7 17 0 

Residential Subtotal  3433.5 17 0 

Commercial Mixed Use 0 18 0 

Commercial 25 25 5663.5 

Commercial Subtotal 25 43 5663.5 

Religious Facilities 4 0 2 

Public Uses Subtotal 4 0 2 

Open Space 26 2726.5 3131.4 

Park 4 6 0 

Roads 8 8 113.6 

Park, Roads and Open Space Subtotal 38 4140.5 4235 

Total 101100.5 101100.5 101100.5 

 

 

Section 2.6.4 Alternative 3 and Table 2.0-19 on Draft EIS page 2.0-43 is revised as follows: 

2.6.4 Alternative 3 

Alternative 3 involves an alternative land use plan that would avoid a large cluster of wetlands (totaling 

approximately 3.4 acres [2 1.4 hectares] of jurisdictional wetlands) on Property 16, a 94-acre (38-hectare) 

property located in the southwestern portion of the project site. The alternate land use plan for this 

property would increase the acres of open space to about 6365 acres (2526 hectares) and would provide a 

100-foot (30-meter) buffer between the development area and the wetlands to be avoided. The residential 

acreage under the alternative would be reduced by about 40 acres (16 hectares) and acreage for religious 

facilities would be eliminated. Even though the acreage for residential uses would be substantially 

reduced under Alternative 3, this EIS assumes that the total number of residential units would be the 

same as the Proposed Action Base Plan scenario. This would be achieved by building the residential units 

at a higher density in other portions of the project site. The proposed land uses for Property 16 under 

Alternative 3 are shown in Figure 2.0-12 and Table 2.0-10, below.  
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Table 2.0-10 

Alternative 3 – Property 16 Site Land Use Summary (in acres)  

 

Land Use 

Proposed Action - 

Base Plan 

Proposed Action - 

Blueprint Alternative 3 

Low Density Residential  43 26.5 0 

Medium Density Residential  20 32.5 23.6 

High Density Residential  0 4.5 0 

Residential Subtotal  63 63.5 23.6 

Commercial Subtotal 0 0 0 

Religious Facilities 5.5 5.5 0 

Public Uses Subtotal 5.5 5.5 0 

Open Space 16 16 63.465.3 

Park 4 4.5 1.5 

Roads 5.5 4.5 5.53.6 

Park, Roads and Open Space Subtotal 25.5 25 70.4 

    

Total 94 94 94 

 

 

Draft EIS text on page 2.0-47 is revised as follows: 

2.6.7 Combined Alternatives 1 through 5 

Combined Alternatives 1 through 5 would involve a land use plan that would be the same as the 

Proposed Action (either scenario) for all properties that make up the site except for Properties 1B, 3, 16, 

17, and 23 where the land use plans presented under Alternatives 1 through 5 would be implemented. As 

a result filling of an additional 9.28.5 acres (3.73.4 hectares) of wetlands on Properties 1B, 3, 16, 17, and 23 

would be avoided. 

This alternative, which alters the development footprint and the amount of development on only five of 

the PVSP properties, can be combined with either of the two Proposed Action scenarios. While Properties 

1B, 3, 16, 17, and 23 would be developed per this combined alternative, the remainder of the PVSP site 

could be developed at Base Plan densities per the Proposed Action Base Plan or it could be developed at 

Blueprint densities per the Proposed Action Blueprint scenario. As with Alternatives 1 through 5, the 

total number of dwelling units that are developed within the PVSP site would remain the same under this 

alternative (14,132 dwelling units under the Base Plan and 21,631 dwelling units under the Blueprint 

scenario) because the reduction in the number of units developed on Properties 1B, 3, 16, 17, and 23 

(about 84 units) would be offset by developing other portions of the project site at slightly higher 

densities. 
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Table 2.0-13 on Draft EIS page 2.0-48 is revised as follows: 

 

 

Table 2.0-13 

Proposed Action and Alternatives – Acreages by Land Use 

 

Alternative 

Development 

Footprint 

(in acres) 

Residential 

Development 

(in acres) 

Residential 

Units at 

Buildout 

Other 

Development 

(in acres) 

Open 

Space 

(in acres) 

Potential 

Direct 

Impacts on 

Aquatic 

Resources* 

(in acres) 

Proposed Action 

– Base Plan 

4,522 3,361 14,132 Commercial – 309 709 119.3 

Public Uses – 309 

Parks – 211 

Roads – 332 

Proposed Action 

- Blueprint 

4,522 3,220 21,63421,631 Commercial – 342 709 119.3 

Public Uses – 366 

Parks – 273 

Roads – 321 

No Action 

Alternative 

3,297 2,410 8,441 Commercial – 221 1,933 0 

Public Uses – 211 

Parks – 124 

Roads – 332 

Combined 

Alternatives 1 

through 5 

4,4314,429 3,267 14,132*** Commercial – 340 799801 

 

106.4110.8 

Public Uses – 293 

Parks – 200 

Roads – 330 

Alternative 1 4,504 3,357 14,132*** Commercial – 310 726 115.1116.9 

Public Uses – 301 

Parks – 210 

Roads – 329 

Alternative 2 4,516 3,328 14,132*** Commercial – 340 714 116.4118.1 

Public Uses – 307 

Parks – 207 

Roads – 335 

Alternative 3 4,4734,472 3,322 14,132*** Commercial – 309 757758 114.3115.9 

Public Uses – 304 

Parks – 208 

Roads – 332 
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Alternative 4** 4,520 3,361 14,132*** Commercial – 309 711710 119.1119.2 

Public Uses – 309 

Parks – 211 

Roads – 332 

Alternative 5 4,502 3,345 14,132*** Commercial – 309 728 117.2118.1 

Public Uses – 309 

Parks – 208 

Roads – 331 

    

Note: Due to rounding, the development footprint and open space acreages may not add up to the total project site acreage, with a 

possibility of 1 to 2 acres difference. 

* Direct impacts from all development on properties with active DA permit applications and within the Special Planning Area. An 

estimated 4.2 acres of direct impact expected to result from off-site infrastructure development is included in the reported values.  

** Implementation of Alternative 4 would be contingent upon implementation of Alternative 3. Therefore, impact value reported for 

Alternative 4 is inclusive of impact value reported for Alternative 3, above. 

***The number of units that would be built under Alternatives 1 through 5 would be the same as the Proposed Action. This is because to 

the extent that the number of units to be built on a property is reduced due to the revised footprint, the same number of units would be 

built on another property by increasing the density, so that the total number of units for the PVSP as a whole would still remain 

14,132 (or 21,634 21,631 units if Alternatives 1 through 5 are combined with the Blueprint scenario). 

 

 

3.3 Air Quality 

The last paragraph under the No Action Alternative Impact AQ-4 analysis on Draft EIS page 3.3-28 is 

revised as follows: 

Receptors associated with the No Action Alternative would not be located near any existing significant 

sources of TACs. The existing land uses surrounding the site are primarily residential and rangeland, 

with no industrial sites or other significant sources of TACs. CARB has also provided planning guidance 

that recommends not locating sensitive receptors within 500 feet of a freeway or roadways with greater 

than 100,000 annual average daily traffic (AADT). Under existing or cumulative future conditions Nno 

portion of the project site would be within 500 feet of a freeway or roadway with AADT of 100,000. 

Baseline Road has the highest existing and projected AADT of the roads adjacent to the site, with an 

projected AADT of 40,700 when the traffic under the No Action Alternative is added to the cumulative 

(2025) background conditions. This number is well below the AADT of 100,000. Therefore, the No Action 

Alternative is expected to result in a less than significant effect related to TACs. No mitigation is 

required. 
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The Proposed Action Impact AQ-4 analysis on Draft EIS page 3.3-28 is revised as follows:   

Proposed 

Action (Base 

Plan and 

Blueprint 

Scenarios) 

and Alts. 1 

through 5 

Although the Proposed Action and Alternatives 1 through 5 would construct a larger 

project, the effect related to exposure to TACs would be substantially the same as 

discussed above for the No Action Alternative. As with the No Action Alternative, 

neither the Proposed Action nor Alternatives 1 through 5 would locate sensitive 

receptors near roadways that would have an AADT of 100,000 or more under existing 

and projected cumulative conditions. The effect would be less than significant. No 

mitigation is required. 

 

3.4 Biological Resources 

Table 3.4-1 on Draft EIS page 3.4-4 is revised as follows: 

 

 

Table 3.4-1 

Project Site Habitat Types (acres) 

 

Habitat Type 

Properties with 

Active DA 

Permit 

Applications 

Properties without 

Active DA Permit 

Applications 

(including SPA) Total 

Seasonal Wetlands 81.5 0.66.9 82.188.4 

Vernal Pools 32.5 8.65.8 41.138.3 

Stream/Pond 49.3 1.57.0 50.856.3 

Marsh/Riparian 39.1 3.56.5 42.645.6 

Oak Woodland/Oak 

Savannah 

65.5 1.85.1 67.370.6 

Annual Grassland 2,123.7 1,349.21,002.7 3,472.93,126.4 

Agricultural Land 1,330.3 117.4419.9 1,447.71,750.2 

Roads/Other Surfaces 22.0 5.326.8 27.348.8 

Total 3,743.91 1,486.41,480.8 5,231.85,224.72 

    

Source: ECORP, 2012b; Placer County, 2006. 
1 This number represents the acreage for the 3,746-acre development area. Surveyed boundary data overlap 

results in minor acreage discrepancy. 
2 This number is slightly greater (1.8 acres) than the total area of the project site due to survey boundary data 

overlap error. 
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Table 3.4-2 on Draft EIS page 3.4-9 is revised as follows: 

 

 

Table 3.4-2 

Project Site Waters of the U.S. 

 

Waters of the U.S. 

Properties with Active 

DA Permit 

Applications 

Properties without 

Active DA Permit 

Applications 

(including SPA) Total 

Depressional Wetlands 

Vernal Pool 32.5 0.15.8 32.638.3 

Seasonal Wetland 41.4 1.4 42.8 

Seasonal Wetland Swale 12.7 3.4 16.1 

Seasonal Marsh 0.2 0.0 0.2 

Pond 18.5 5.4 23.9 

Drainage Swale 2.1 0.0 2.1 

Riverine Wetlands 

Canal/Ditch 1.5 0.6 2.1 

Creek 6.0 1.0 7.0 

Ephemeral Stream 4.1 0.0 4.1 

Intermittent Stream 17.8 0.0 17.8 

Channel 1.5 0.0 1.5 

Riverine Seasonal Wetlands 25.3 0.02.1 25.327.4 

Riverine Seasonal Marsh 0.6 0.04.7 0.65.3 

Riverine Perennial Marsh 0.6 0.0 0.6 

Total 164.7 12.024.4 176.7189.1 

    

Source: ECORP, 2012b. 

 

 

The fourth bullet item under Section 3.4.2.10 on Draft EIS page 3.4-12 is revised as follows: 

 Species that meet the definitions of Rare, Threatened, or Endangered under the California 

Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) (State CEQA Guidelines, Section 15380)  
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Table 3.4-3 on Draft EIS page 3.4-14 is revised as follows: 

 

 

Table 3.4-3 

Special-Status Plants with Potential to occur on the Project Site or in the Off-Site Infrastructure Areas 

 

Name 

Federal 

FESA 

Status 

State 

CESA 

Status 

Other 

Status Habitat 

Likelihood of Occurrence on 

Project Site 

Bogg’s Lake hedge-hyssop 

Gratiola heterosepala 

- E CRPR 1B Vernal Pools Marginal habitat is present. 

Sacramento Valley Orcutt 

grass 

Orcuttia viscida 

E E CRPR 1B Vernal Pools No suitable habitat present. 

Slender Orcutt grass 

Orcuttia tenuis 

T E CRPR 1B Vernal Pools No suitable habitat present. 

Henderson’s bentgrass 

Agrostis hendersonii 

SC --  Vernal pools Marginal habitat present. 

Ahart’s dwarf rush 

Juncus leiospermus var. 

ahartii 

SC --  Vernal pools Marginal habitat present. 

Hartweg’s golden sunburst 

Pseudobahia bahiaefolia 

E E CRPR 1B Foothills, 

woodlands, clay 

grasslands 

No suitable habitat present. 

    

Status explanations: 

FederalFESA: Federal Endangered Species Act 

– = No status 

E = Listed as “endangered” under the federal Endangered Species Act 

T  = Listed as “threatened” under the federal Endangered Species Act 

SC  = species of concern 

StateCESA: California Endangered Species Act 

– = No status 

E = Listed as “endangered” under the California Endangered Species Act 

R = Listed as “rare” under the California Endangered Species Act 

CRPR: California Rare Plant Rank 

1B = Plants Rare, Threatened, or Endangered in California and Elsewhere 

 

 



3.0 Errata  

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-11 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Final EIS 

USACE #199900737  July 2014 

Table 3.4-4 on Draft EIS page 3.4-15 is revised as follows: 

 

 

Table 3.4-4 

Special-Status Wildlife Species with Potential to Occur on the Project Site or in the  

Off-Site Infrastructure Areas 

 

Name 

Federal 

FESA 

Status 

State 

CESA 

Status 

Other 

Status Habitat 

Likelihood of Occurrence 

on Project Site 

Invertebrates  

Conservancy fairy shrimp  

Branchinecta conservatio 

E - - Vernal pools, swales, 

seasonal wetlands 

Marginal habitat present. Not 

observed on-site. Known to 

occur in the project region. 

Vernal pool tadpole 

shrimp 

Lepidurus packardi 

E - - Vernal pools, some 

seasonal wetlands 

Present on project site. 

Vernal pool fairy shrimp 

Branchinecta lynchi 

T - - Vernal pools, some 

seasonal wetlands 

Present on project site. 

California linderiella 

Linderiella occidentalis 

SC - - Vernal pools, some 

seasonal wetlands 

Suitable habitat present. 

Valley elderberry longhorn 

beetle 

Desmocerus californicus 

dimorphus 

T - - Elderberry shrubs Suitable habitat present. Not 

observed in portion of the 

project site surveyed.  

Amphibians and Reptiles  

Western spadefoot  

Spea hammondii 

- SSC- SSC Grasslands with 

seasonal breeding 

pools 

Suitable habitat present.  

California tiger 

salamander 

Ambystoma californiense  

T SSC- SSC Valley-foothill 
grasslands with 
suitable breeding 
pools 

Marginal habitat present. 

Western pond turtle 

Actinemys marmorata  

- SSC- SSC Permanent water 
bodies with basking 
sites such as logs and 
rocks 

Suitable habitat present.  

California red-legged frog  

Rana aurora draytonii 

T SSC- SSC Deeper pools and 

streams with emergent 

or overhanging 

vegetation 

Marginal habitat present. 

Giant garter snake 

Thamnophis couchi gigas 

T T - Perennial water bodies 
with sufficient cover 
vegetation 

Marginal habitat present. 

Birds  

Grasshopper sparrow 

Ammodramus savannarum 

- SSC- SSC Short to middle-

height, moderately 

open grasslands with 

scattered shrubs. 

Upland meadows, 

pastures, hayfields.  

Suitable habitat present in off-

site utility corridor. 
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Northern harrier 

Circus cyaneus 

- SSC- SSC Grasslands, seasonal 

wetlands, agricultural 

lands 

Suitable habitat present. 

Observed foraging.  

White-tailed kite 

Elanus leucurus 

- FP- FP Open grassland, and 

farmlands. Nests in 

tall trees near foraging 

areas 

Suitable habitat present.  

Western burrowing owl  

Athene cunicularia 

- SSC- SSC Grasslands with 
friable soils for 
burrowing 

Suitable habitat present.  

Swainson’s hawk 

Buteo swainsoni 

- T BCC Large trees, riparian 
woodlands and open 
grasslands/agricultural 
fields for foraging 

Suitable nesting and foraging 
habitat present.  

Greater sandhill crane 

Grus candadensis tabida 

- T FP Seasonal wetlands, 

irrigated pastures, 

alfalfa and corn fields 

Marginal foraging habitat 

present. No nesting habitat. 

Loggerhead shrike 

Lanius ludovicianus 

- SSC- BCC 

SSC 

Grasslands, pastures, 

agricultural lands 

Suitable foraging habitat 

present. Observed foraging. 

Marginal nesting habitat. 

California black rail 

Laterallus jamaicesis 

- T BCC 

FP 

Shallow, perennial 

freshwater marshes 

Marginal habitat present.  

Tricolored blackbird  

Agelaius tricolor 

- SSC- BCC 

SSC 

Open water areas with 

tall emergent 

vegetation or in 

willow and blackberry 

thickets  

Suitable habitat present.  

Western yellow-billed 

cuckoo 

Coccyzus americanus 

SCC E BCC Large blocks of 

riparian habitats, 

particularly 

woodlands with 

cottonwoods and 

willows 

No suitable habitat present. 

Bats  

Pallid bat 

Antrozous pallidus 

- SSC- SSC Shrublands, 

grasslands, 

woodlands, 

forests; rocky areas, 

caves, hollow trees 

Suitable foraging habitat 

present. Marginal roosting 

habitat present. 

Townsend’s big-eared bat 

Corynorhinus townsendii 

townsendii 

- SSC- SSC Most low to mid 

elevation habitats; 

caves, mines, and 

buildings for roosting 

Suitable foraging habitat 

present. Marginal roosting 

habitat present. 

Yuma myotis  

Myotis yumanensis 

- SSC- SSC Forests and 

woodlands; caves, 

mines, and buildings 

for roosting 

Suitable foraging habitat 

present. Marginal roosting 

habitat present. 

Fish  

Delta smelt T TE - Sacramento Delta Not present in Dry Creek 

watershed 

Central Valley steelhead T - - Sacramento River and 

its perennial 

tributaries 

Occurs on-site within Dry Creek 
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Central Valley Chinook 

Salmon (spring-run) 

T T - Sacramento River and 

its perennial 

tributaries 

Not present in Dry Creek 

watershed 

Sacramento River Chinook 

salmon (winter-run) 

E E - Sacramento River and 

its perennial 

tributaries below 

Shasta Dam 

Not present in Dry Creek 

watershed 

Sacramento River Chinook 

salmon (fall/late fall-run) 

SC- - SSC Sacramento River and 

its perennial 

tributaries below 

Keswick Dam 

Occurs on-site within Dry Creek 

    

Status explanations: 

FederalFESA: Federal Endangered Species Act 

E = Listed as “endangered” under the federal Endangered Species Act 

T  = Listed as “threatened” under the federal Endangered Species Act 

C  = Candidate 

SC  =     species of concern; species for which the USFWS has on file sufficient information on biological vulnerability and threat(s) to 

support issuance of a proposed rule to list, but issuance of the proposed rule is precluded 

– = no listing 

StateCESA: California Endangered Species Act 

E = Listed as “endangered” under the California Endangered Species Act 

R = Listed as “rare” under the California Endangered Species Act 

FP = fully protected under the California Fish and Game Code 

SSC = species of special concern in California  

– = no listing 

Other Status: 

SSC  = California Species of Special Concern 

FP = Fully Protected (CDFG Special Animal List 2011) 

BCC = US Fish and Wildlife Service Bird of Conservation Concern (USFWS 2002) 

 

 

The first bullet under Section 3.4.3.1 on Draft EIS page 3.4-30 is revised as follows: 

 have a substantial adverse effect, either directly or through habitat modification, on any species 

identified as a candidate, sensitive, Threatened, Endangered, otherwise protected, or special-

status species, otherwise protected by the CDFW or the USFWS  

 

The alternatives analyses under Impact BIO-1 and Table 3.4-8 starting on Draft EIS page 3.4-39 is revised 

as follows: 

Alt. 1 Alternative 1 presents a modified land use plan for Property 1B located in the eastern 

portion of the project site with land uses on the remainder of the project site unchanged 

from the Proposed Action. Under this alternative land use plan, an additional 1716.9 acres 

(76.8 hectares) located within Property 1B would be designated open space for a total of 21 

acres (8 hectares), as shown in Figure 3.4-7, Alternative 1 (Property 1b) – Impact and 

Avoidance Areas, and the filling of three large wetlands (approximately an additional 

2.4 acres (1.0 hectare) for a total of 4.12.5 acres [1.7 1.0 hectares]) present in this open space 

area would be avoided. As land development on the rest of the PVSP project site would 

remain the same as under the Proposed Action, wetland impacts on the rest of the project 
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site would be the same as under the Proposed Action (either scenario). As a result, this 

alternative would involve filling of 110.9112.7 acres (44.945.6 hectares) of wetlands on the 

project site and 4.2 acres (1.7 hectares) of wetlands off-site for a total of 115.1116.9 acres 

(46.647.3 hectares), as shown in Table 3.4-8. As with the Proposed Action and based on the 

significance criteria, the loss of these wetlands would be a significant effect of this 

alternative. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would reduce effects to wetlands 

under Alternative A so that there would be no net loss of wetland area and functions. 

However without a detailed mitigation plan the USACE cannot fully evaluate this effect 

and has therefore assumed that it would remain potentially significant. 

Alt. 2 Alternative 2 presents a modified land use plan for Property 3 located in the northeastern 

portion of the project site adjacent to Baseline Road with land uses on the remainder of the 

PVSP project site unchanged from the Proposed Action (either scenario). Under this 

alternative land use plan, an additional 55.4 acres (22.2 hectares) located within Property 3 

would be designated open space for a total of 31.4 acres (12.7 hectares), as shown in Figure 

3.4-8, Alternative 2 (Property 3) – Impact and Avoidance Areas, and the filling of wetlands 

(aboutan additional 1.3 acres (0.5 hectare) for a total of 2.82.1 acres [1.10.8 hectares]) present 

in this expanded open space area would be avoided. As land development on the rest of the 

project site would remain the same as under the Proposed Action, wetland impacts on the 

rest of the project site would be the same as under the Proposed Action (either scenario). As 

a result, this alternative would involve filling 112.2113.9 acres (45.446.1 hectares) of 

wetlands on the project site and 4.2 acres (1.7 hectares) of wetlands off-site for a total of 

116.4118.1 acres (47.147.8 hectares), as shown in Table 3.4-8. As with the Proposed Action 

and based on the significance criteria, the loss of these wetlands would be a significant 

effect of this alternative. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would reduce 

effects to wetlands under Alternative 2 so that there would be no net loss of wetland area 

and functions. However without a detailed mitigation plan the USACE cannot fully 

evaluate this effect and has therefore assumed that it would remain potentially significant. 

Alt. 3 Alternative 3 presents a modified land use plan for Property 16 located in the southwestern 

portion of the project site adjacent to Watt Avenue with land uses on the remainder of the 

PVSP project site unchanged from the Proposed Action (either scenario). Under the 

alternative land use plan, an additional 4849.3 acres (19.420.0 hectares) located within 

Property 16 would be designated open space for a total of 65.3 acres (26.4 hectares), as 

shown in Figure 3.4-9, Alternatives 3 and 4 (Properties 16 & 17) – Impact and Avoidance 

Areas, and the filling of wetlands (approximatelyan additional 3.4 acres (1.4 hectares) for a 

total of 4.93.7 acres [2.01.5 hectares]) present in this additional open space area would be 

avoided. Wetland impacts on the rest of the project site would be the same as under the 

Proposed Action (either scenario). As a result, this alternative would involve filling 

110.1111.7 acres (44.645.2 hectares) of wetlands on the project site and 4.2 acres (1.7 hectares) 

of wetlands off-site for a total of 114.3115.9 acres (46.346.9 hectares), as shown in Table 3.4-
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8. As with the Proposed Action and based on the significance criteria, the loss of these 

wetlands would be a significant effect of this alternative. Implementation of Mitigation 

Measure BIO-1 would reduce effects to wetlands under Alternative 3 such that there would 

be no net loss of wetland area and functions. However without a detailed mitigation plan 

the USACE cannot fully evaluate this effect and has therefore assumed that it would remain 

potentially significant. 

Alt. 4 Alternative 4 presents a modified land use plan for Property 17 located in the southwestern 

portion of the project site adjacent to Property 17 with land uses on the remainder of the 

PVSP project site unchanged from the Proposed Action (either scenario). Under this 

alternative land use plan, an additional about 21.3 acres (0.80.5 hectare) located within 

Property 17 would be designated as open space as opposed to no open space under the 

Proposed Action, as shown in Figure 3.4-9, Alternatives 3 and 4 (Properties 16 & 17) – 

Impact and Avoidance Areas, and the filling of wetlands (about 0.1 acre [0.04 hectare]) 

present in this additional open space area would be avoided. Wetland impacts on the rest of 

the project site would be the same as under the Proposed Action (either scenario). As a 

result, this alternative would involve filling 114.9115.0 acres (46.546.5 hectares) of wetlands 

on the project site and 4.2 acres (1.7 hectares) of wetlands off-site for a total of 119.1119.2 

acres (48.2 hectares), as shown in Table 3.4-8. As with the Proposed Action and based on 

the significance criteria, the loss of these wetlands would be a significant effect of this 

alternative. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would reduce effects to wetlands 

under Alternative 4 such that there would be no net loss of wetland area and functions. 

However without a detailed mitigation plan the USACE cannot fully evaluate this effect 

and has therefore assumed that it would remain potentially significant. 

Alt. 5 Alternative 5 presents a modified land use plan for Property 23 located in the western 

portion of the project site adjacent to Locust Road with land uses on the remainder of the 

PVSP project site unchanged from the Proposed Action (either scenario). Under the 

modified land use plan this alternative, an additional 1919.4 acres (87.9 hectares) located 

within Property 23 would be designated as open space for a total of 41.9 acres (17.0 

hectares), as shown in Figure 3.4-10, Alternative E (Property 23) – Impact and Avoidance 

Areas, and the filling of wetlands (aboutan additional 1.2 acres (0.6 hectare) for a total of 

2.04.4 acres [0.81.8 hectares]) present in this preserved area would be avoided. Wetland 

impacts on the rest of the project site would be the same as under the Proposed Action 

(either scenario). As a result, this alternative would involve filling 113.0113.9 acres 

(45.746.1 hectares) of wetlands on the project site and 4.2 acres (1.7 hectares) of wetlands off-

site for a total of 117.2118.1 acres (47.447.8 hectares), as shown in Table 3.4-8. As with the 

Proposed Action and based on the significance criteria, the loss of these wetlands would be 

a significant effect of this alternative. Implementation of Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would 

reduce effects to wetlands under Alternative 5 such that there would be no net loss of 

wetland area and functions. However without a detailed mitigation plan, the USACE 
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cannot fully evaluate this effect and has therefore assumed that it would remain potentially 

significant. 

Combined 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

Should all five alternatives (Alternatives 1 through 5) be implemented (Alternatives 1 

through 5 combined), in addition to the areas designated as open space under the Proposed 

Action, an additional 9092.3 acres (3637.4 hectares) of land on the project site would be 

preserved as open space for a total of 160.8 acres (64.0 hectares). As a result of the reduced 

development footprint and focused avoidance of wetlands on the five properties, filling of 

an additional 8.5 acres (3.7 hectares) of waters for a total of 12.8 acres (5.5 hectares) would 

be avoided on these five properties. Therefore, this alternative would involve filling 

102.2106.6 acres (41.443.1 hectares) of wetlands on the PVSP project site and 4.2 acres (1.7 

hectares) of wetlands off-site for a total of 106.4110.8 acres (43.144.8 hectares), as shown in 

Table 3.4-8. As with the Proposed Action and based on the significance criteria, the loss of 

these wetlands would be a significant effect of this alternative. Implementation of 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1 would reduce effects to wetlands under Alternatives 1 through 

5 combined so that there would be no net loss of wetland area and functions. However 

without a detailed mitigation plan, the USACE cannot fully evaluate this effect and has 

therefore assumed that it would remain potentially significant. 

 

 

Table 3.4-8 

Proposed Action and Alternatives - Impacts to Waters of the United States (acres) 

 

Alternative 

Development 

Footprint  
Open 

Space  

On-Site 

Impacts 

Off-Site 

Impacts 

Total Direct 

Impact 

Proposed Action 4,522 709 115.1 4.2 119.3 

No Action Alternative 3,297 1,933 0 0 0 

Alternative 1 4,504 726 110.9112.7 4.2 115.1116.9 

Alternative 2 4,516 714 112.2113.9 4.2 116.4118.1 

Alternative 3 4,4734,472 757758 110.1111.7 4.2 114.3115.9 

Alternative 4 4,5194,520 711710 114.9115.0 4.2 119.1119.2 

Alternative 5 4,502 728 113.0113.9 4.2 117.2118.1 

Combined Alternatives 1 through 5 4,4314,429 799801 102.2106.6 4.2 106.4110.8 

    

Source: ECORP, 2012b.and 2013 
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Mitigation Measure BIO-1 on Draft EIS page 3.4-45 is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure BIO-1: Wetland Compensatory Mitigation  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and, Alternatives 1 through 5, 

and Combined Alternatives 1 through 5) 

The Applicants shall prepare and present to the USACE a detailed mitigation plan that incorporates permittee-

responsible preservation and/or restoration at an off-site location or purchase of constructed wetland 

creation/restoration credits and preservation credits by the Applicants. The USACE will evaluate the specifics of 

this plan to determine the actual mitigation requirements based on a number of factors, including but not limited to 

functions, location (watershed), change in surface area, uncertainty, or risk of failure, and temporal loss of function. 

The final mitigation requirements will be incorporated into the permit conditions. The purchase of credits from an 

approved in-lieu fee provider may also be a permissible mitigation option. 

 

The alternatives analyses under Impact BIO-2 and Table 3.4-11 starting on Draft EIS page 3.4-49 is revised 

as follows: 

Alt. 1 Under Alternative 1, an additional 17 acres (7 hectares) of open space would be designated 

on the project site, avoiding impacts to an additional 2.52.4 acres (1.0 hectare) of vernal pool 

invertebrate habitat on the project site as compared to the Proposed Action. As shown in 

Table 3.4-11, Vernal Pool Invertebrate Aquatic Habitat Direct Impacts, Alternative 1 

would directly impact 94.794.8 acres (38.338.4 hectares) of vernal pool invertebrate aquatic 

habitat on the project site and 2.6 acres (1.1 hectares) off-site for a total of 97.397.4 acres 

(39.4 hectares). The loss of vernal pool invertebrates and their habitat as a result of grading, 

filling, or indirect degradation would be a significant effect of the alternative. 

Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2b would reduce impacts on vernal pool invertebrate 

habitat by providing replacement aquatic habitat and preserving wetlands, and by 

implementing other mitigation as required by the USFWS. The impact would be reduced to 

less than significant with mitigation. 

Alt. 2 Under Alternative 2, an additional 5 acres (2 hectares) of open space would be preserved, 

avoiding impacts to an additional 2.01.3 acres (0.85 hectare) of vernal pool invertebrate 

habitat on the project site as compared to the Proposed Action. As shown in Table 3.4-11, 

Vernal Pool Invertebrate Aquatic Habitat Direct Impacts, Alternative 2 would directly 

impact 95.296.0 acres (38.538.8 hectares) of vernal pool invertebrate habitat on the project 

site and 2.6 acres (1.1 hectares) off-site for a total of 97.898.6 acres (39.639.9 hectares). The 

loss of vernal pool invertebrates and their habitat as a result of grading, filling, or indirect 

degradation would be a significant effect of the alternative. 

Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2b would reduce impacts on vernal pool invertebrate 

habitat by providing replacement aquatic habitat and preserving wetlands, and by 

implementing other mitigation as required by the USFWS. The impact would be reduced to 
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less than significant with mitigation. 

Alt. 3 Under Alternative 3, an additional 4849.3 acres (1920.0 hectares) of open space would be 

preserved, avoiding impacts to an additional 4.13.4 acres (1.71.4 hectares) of vernal pool 

invertebrate habitat on the project site as compared to the Proposed Action. As shown in 

Table 3.4-11, Vernal Pool Invertebrate Aquatic Habitat Direct Impacts, Alternative 3 

would directly impact 93.193.8 acres (37.738.0 hectares) of vernal pool invertebrate habitat 

on the project site and 2.6 acres (1.1 hectares) off-site for a total of 95.796.4 acres (38.739.0 

hectares). The loss of vernal pool invertebrates and their habitat as a result of grading, 

filling, or indirect degradation would be a significant effect of the alternative. 

Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2b would reduce impacts on vernal pool invertebrate 

habitat by providing replacement aquatic habitat and preserving wetlands, and by 

implementing other mitigation as required by the USFWS. The impact would be reduced to 

less than significant with mitigation. 

Alt. 4 Under Alternative 4, an additional 21.3 acres (0.80.5 hectare) of open space would be 

preserved, avoiding impacts to an additional 0.1 acre (0.04 hectare) of vernal pool 

invertebrate habitat on the project site as compared to the Proposed Action. As shown in 

Table 3.4-11, Vernal Pool Invertebrate Aquatic Habitat Direct Impacts, Alternative 4 

would directly impact 97.1 acres (39.3 hectares) of vernal pool invertebrate habitat on the 

project site and 2.6 acres (1.1 hectares) off-site for a total of 99.7 acres (40.3 hectares). The loss 

of vernal pool invertebrates and their habitat as a result of grading, filling, or indirect 

degradation would be a significant effect of the alternative. 

Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2b would reduce impacts on vernal pool invertebrate 

habitat by providing replacement aquatic habitat and preserving wetlands, and by 

implementing other mitigation as required by the USFWS. The impact would be reduced to 

less than significant with mitigation. 

Alt. 5 Under Alternative 5, an additional 1919.4 acres (87.9 hectares) of open space would be 

preserved, avoiding impacts to an additional 4.1 1.2 acres (1.70.5 hectare) of vernal pool 

invertebrate habitat on the project site as compared to the Proposed Action. As shown in 

Table 3.4-11, Vernal Pool Invertebrate Aquatic Habitat Direct Impacts, Alternative 5 

would directly impact 93.196.0 acres (37.738.8 hectares) of vernal pool invertebrate habitat 

on the project site and 2.6 acres (1.1 hectares) off site for a total of 95.798.6 acres 

(38.739.9 hectares). The loss of vernal pool invertebrates and their habitat as a result of 

grading, filling, or indirect degradation would be a significant effect of the alternative. 

Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2b would reduce impacts on vernal pool invertebrate 

habitat by providing replacement aquatic habitat and preserving wetlands, and by 

implementing other mitigation as required by the USFWS. The impact would be reduced to 

less than significant with mitigation. 



3.0 Errata  

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-19 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Final EIS 

USACE #199900737  July 2014 

Combined 

Alts. 1 

through 5 

With implementation of Alternatives 1 through 5 combined, an additional 9092.3 acres 

(3637.4 hectares) of open space would be created on the project site, avoiding impacts to an 

additional 12.88.5 acres (5.23.4 hectares) of vernal pool invertebrate habitat on the project 

site as compared to the Proposed Action. As shown in Table 3.4-11, Vernal Pool 

Invertebrate Aquatic Habitat Direct Impacts, Alternatives 1 through 5 combined would 

directly impact 84.488.7 acres (34.135.9 hectares) of vernal pool invertebrate aquatic habitat 

on the project site and 2.6 (1.1 hectares) acres off-site for a total of 87.091.3 acres 

(35.236.9 hectares). The loss of vernal pool invertebrates or their habitat as a result of 

grading, filling, or indirect degradation would be a significant effect of these alternatives 

combined. 

Mitigation Measures BIO-1 and BIO-2b would reduce impacts on vernal pool invertebrate 

habitat by providing replacement aquatic habitat and preserving wetlands, and by 

implementing other mitigation as required by the USFWS. The impact would be reduced to 

less than significant with mitigation. 

 

 

Table 3.4-11 

Vernal Pool Invertebrate Aquatic Habitat Direct Impacts1 (acres) 
 

Alternative 

Development 

Footprint  
Open 

Space  

On-Site 

Direct 

Impacts 

Off-Site 

Direct 

Impacts 

Total Direct 

Impact 

Proposed Action 4,521 709 97.2 2.6 99.8 

No Action Alternative 3,297 1,933 0 0 0 

Alternative 1 4,504 726 94.794.8 2.6 97.397.4 

Alternative 2 4,516 714 95.296.0 2.6 97.898.6 

Alternative 3 4,4734,472 757758 93.193.8 2.6 95.796.4 

Alternative 4 4,5194,520 711710 97.1 2.6 99.7 

Alternative 5 4,502 728 93.196.0 2.6 95.798.6 

Combined Alternatives 1 through 5 4,4314,429 799801 84.488.7 2.6 87.091.3 

    

Source: ECORP, 2012a; ECORP, 2012b, and 2013 
1 Habitat includes vernal pools, seasonal wetlands, seasonal wetland swales, drainage swales, and riverine seasonal wetlands. 

 

 

The first bullet under Mitigation Measure BIO-3 on Draft EIS page 3.4-53 is revised as follows: 

 Prior to any ground disturbance on lands that contain suitable habitat for federally listed plant species and 

that have not been surveyed for federally listed plant species, a protocol survey will be completed by a 

qualified biologist during the blooming season to determine whether the species are present within the area 

of ground disturbance. If the species are not discovered, no further action is required. 
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PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-4 on Draft EIS page 3.4-59 is revised as follows: 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-4: Western Pond Turtle  

(Applicability – Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 5, and 

Combined Alternatives 1 through 5)  

Construction shall be designed to avoid impacts to potential habitat for western pond turtle, if feasible. If 

construction is required in areas of potential habitat, then a focused survey for this species shall be conducted prior 

to approval of engineering plans. The survey is required to determine the presence or absence of this species on the 

properties surveyed. If pond turtles are found on the properties surveyed, locations of these occurrences shall be 

mapped.  

A detailed mitigation/conservation plan that provides for “no net loss” of individuals of the species or its habitat 

shall be developed upon confirming the presence of this species on the properties surveyed. If this species is not found 

on the properties surveyed, no further studies are necessary.  

The replacement of western pond turtle habitat required by this measure could shall be partially or entirely 

addressed by included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes areas 

appropriate for western pond turtle. As an alternative to these measures, once the PCCP is adopted, project 

applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

 

Impact BIO-8 on Draft EIS page 3.4-59 is revised as follows to reflect the change in numbering of 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b to be 4.4-6: 

Impact BIO-8 Effects on Protected Raptor Species and Other Nesting Birds 

No Action Ground disturbing activities and tree removal under the No Action Alternative would 

affect potential nesting habitat of protected bird species. Construction disturbance as 

part of the project site development could result in active nest abandonment, removal of 

an active nest, or otherwise injure a raptor or nesting birds. This would be a significant 

effect. However, with mitigation the effect would be less than significant. 

Grassland and trees within the project site provide suitable foraging habitat and nesting 

sites for several protected raptor species. Disturbance resulting in active nest 

abandonment or removal of an active nest or otherwise injuring, pursuing, or killing a 

protected raptor is prohibited under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act, the 

California Endangered Species Act, and/or the California Fish and Game Code. The 

potential effects on nesting birds are presented below. 

Burrowing Owl 

Burrowing owl has not been recorded within the properties surveyed, but potential 

foraging and nesting habitat for burrowing owls is present on the project site. 

Burrowing owl nests could be established in the future. Burrowing owls nest in 

burrows, so site preparation activities could destroy or damage a nest, or disturb 

nesting owls. The disruption of nesting burrowing owls would be a significant effect. 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-5 in the PVSP EIR was adopted by Placer County at the time of 
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the approval of the PVSP to address the Proposed Action Base Plan’s effect on 

burrowing owls. The USACE assumes that Placer County would impose the same 

mitigation measure on the No Action Alternative to address this effect. The mitigation 

measure requires a pre-construction survey for burrowing owl nests, and if active nests 

are found, no construction activities shall take place within 500 feet of the nest until the 

young have fledged. The mitigation measure also provides for passive relocation of 

burrowing owls and compensatory mitigation for loss of habitat. Placer County 

concluded that with this mitigation, the effect will be reduced to a less than significant 

level. The USACE agrees with the conclusion in the PVSP EIR and finds that this effect 

would be reduced to less than significant. 

Swainson’s Hawk 

Although no Swainson’s hawk nests have been observed within the project site, they 

have been recorded within 1 mile (2 kilometers) of the project site. Swainson’s hawks 

are known to nest within 10 miles (16 kilometers) of foraging habitat. Since the majority 

of the project site would be considered potential foraging habitat, development of the 

No Action Alternative would eliminate grassland foraging habitat for this species. 

Removal of potential foraging habitat and nesting trees for Swainson’s hawk would be a 

significant effect. CDFW recommends that projects that result in the loss of potential 

habitat for Swainson’s hawk (which includes grasslands) within 10 miles (16 kilometers) 

of an active nest site provide mitigation for that loss. Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b4.4-6 in 

the PVSP EIR was adopted by Placer County at the time of the approval of the PVSP to 

address the Proposed Action Base Plan’s effect on Swainson’s hawk habitat. This 

mitigation measure has been incorporated by the Applicants in their proposed 

mitigation strategy. The USACE assumes that Placer County would impose the same 

mitigation measure on the No Action Alternative to address this effect. The mitigation 

measure requires preservation of off-site foraging habitat at ratios recommended by the 

CDFW: 1:1 for each acre lost within 1 mile (2 kilometers) of a nest, 0.75:1 for each acre 

lost within 1 to 5 miles (2 to 8 kilometers) of a nest, and 0.5:1 for each acre lost within 5 

to 10 miles (8 to 16 kilometers) of a nest. It also requires that any Swainson’s hawk 

nesting trees that are removed be replaced at a 15:1 ratio in areas suitable for Swainson’s 

hawk foraging and nesting. This measure would ensure that there is “no net loss” of 

nesting trees over time. Placer County concluded that with this mitigation, the effect 

will be reduced to a less than significant level. The USACE agrees with the conclusion in 

the PVSP EIR and finds that the effect of the No Action Alternative on Swainson’s hawk 

would be reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation. 

Other Raptors and Nesting Birds 

Raptors, including red-tailed hawk, white-tailed kite, and great horned owl, are likely to 

nest within the project site. Special-status species surveys within the project site 
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documented the presence of one potentially active raptor nest in a small tree along the 

seasonal marsh area in the south-central portion of the project site. Other nests could be 

established over time. If an active nest is located in a tree slated for removal or pruning, 

the nest could be lost and any eggs or young could be destroyed. The No Action 

Alternative could result in removal of nest trees. As mentioned above, all raptors are 

protected under the Federal Migratory Bird Treaty Act and Section 3503.5 of the 

California Fish and Game Code. In addition, construction activities near active nests 

could disturb nesting raptors, and result in the abandonment of a nest. Consequently, 

construction near trees containing active nests could result in a significant effect. 

Similarly, Tricolored blackbird and Loggerhead shrike, while not observed on-site, 

could nest and forage within sections of the project site. Ground disturbing activities 

and tree removal for project implementation would affect potential nesting habitat of 

protected bird species. Construction disturbance as part of the project site development 

could result in active nest abandonment, removal of an active nest, or otherwise injure a 

raptor or nesting birds. This would be a significant effect. Mitigation Measures 4.4-7 

and 4.4-6 through 4.4-8 in the PVSP EIR were adopted by Placer County at the time of 

the approval of the PVSP to address the Proposed Action Base Plan’s effects on raptors 

and nesting birds. The USACE assumes that Placer County would impose the same 

mitigation measure on the No Action Alternative to address this effect. Placer County 

concluded that with this mitigation, the effect will be reduced to a less than significant 

level. The USACE agrees with the conclusion in the PVSP EIR and finds that the effect 

on raptors would be reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation.  

Proposed 

Action (Base 

Plan and 

Blueprint 

Scenarios) 

Ground disturbing activities, which would remove approximately 3,520 acres 

(1,425 hectares) of grassland foraging habitat, and tree removal for the development of 

the Proposed Action (both scenarios) would also affect potential nesting habitat of 

protected bird species in a manner described above for the No Action Alternative. These 

would be significant effects of the Proposed Action. 

Mitigation Measures 4.4-1b, 4.4-5, 4.4-7, and through 4.4-8 in the PVSP EIR were 

adopted by Placer County at the time of the approval of the PVSP to address the 

Proposed Action Base Plan’s effect on burrowing owls, Swainson’s hawk, other raptors, 

and nesting birds. These measures require avoidance and protection of active nest sites. 

The USACE assumes that Placer County would impose the same mitigation measures 

on the Proposed Action Blueprint scenario to address these effects. Placer County 

concluded that with these mitigation measures, the effects will be reduced to a less than 

significant level. The USACE agrees with the conclusion in the PVSP EIR and finds that 

the effect on burrowing owls, Swainson’s hawk, other raptors, and nesting birds would 

be reduced to a less than significant level with mitigation. 
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Alts. 1 

through 5 

Ground disturbing activities and tree removal for the development of Alternatives 1 

through 5 (individually or combined) would also affect potential nesting habitat and 

foraging habitat of protected bird species in a manner described above for the No 

Action Alternative. These would be significant effects. The USACE assumes that Placer 

County would impose the same mitigation measures (Mitigation Measures 4.4-1b, 4.4-

5, 4.4-7, and through 4.4-8) on these alternatives to address these effects. Placer County 

concluded that with this mitigation, the effect will be reduced to a less than significant 

level. The USACE agrees with the conclusion in the PVSP EIR and finds that the effects 

of Alternatives 1 through 5, individually or combined, on burrowing owls, Swainson’s 

hawk, other raptors, and nesting birds would be reduced to a less than significant level 

with mitigation.  

 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b on Draft EIS page 3.4-63, which has been renumbered to 4.4-6, 4.4-7, 

and 4.4-8, is revised as follows: 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-1b6: Swainson’s Hawk  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives)  

Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat shall be mitigated according to California Department of Fish and Game 

Guidelines: 1 acre for each acre lost within 1 mile of a nest, 0.75 acre for each acre lost within one to 5 miles of a 

nest, and 0.5 acre lost within 5 to 10 miles of a nest, unless otherwise addressed through the Placer County 

Conservation Plan (PCCP). Additionally, the applicant shall be required to obtain a CESA take permit for any nest 

tree that may be removed as part of any proposed construction under the Specific Plan. Additional mitigation 

measures for the loss of active nest trees shall include planting of suitable nest trees at a 15:1 ratio on suitable 

foraging habitat areas within west Placer County. Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat shall be mitigated through 

implementation of Mitigation Measure 4.4-1. Additionally, the applicant shall be required to obtain a CESA take 

permit for any active nest tree that may be removed as part of any proposed construction under the Specific Plan. 

Additional mitigation measures for the loss of active nest trees shall include the planting of suitable nest trees at a 

15:1 ratio on suitable foraging habitat areas within west Placer County. 

The replacement of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat required by this measure shall be entirely included within 

addressed by Mitigation Measure 4.4-1. As an alternative to this measure, once the PCCP is adopted, project 

applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP.  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-7 and  

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-8:  Other Bird Species, including Raptors, Loggerhead shrike and 

Tricolored blackbird  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives)  

Non Raptor Species: Prior to construction activities, a focused survey for non-raptor special status bird nests 

and/or nesting colonies shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within 30 days prior to the beginning of 

construction activities in order to identify active nests within the construction area. If active nests are found, no 

construction activities shall take place within five hundred feet of the nest and/or nesting colony until the young 

have fledged. The biologist shall consult with the CDFG, particularly with respect to vegetation removal as a result 
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of project construction. If no active nests and/or nesting colonies are found during the focused survey, no further 

mitigation will be required. If construction activities are proposed during the tricolored blackbird breeding season 

(May to August), a focused survey for nesting colonies shall be conducted within 30 days prior to the beginning of 

construction activities by a qualified biologist in order to identify active nests within the construction area. If active 

nests are found, no construction activities shall take place within five hundred feet of the nesting colony until the 

young have fledged. Vegetation that must be removed as a result of construction shall be removed during the non-

breeding season (September to April). If no active nests are found during the focused survey, no further mitigation 

will be required.  

This measure would ensure that tricolored blackbird nests and/or nesting colonies are avoided when active, so that 

eggs and young would be protected. Once the young blackbirds have fledged their nests, the nests can be removed 

without harm to the birds. As an alternative to this measure, once the PCCP is adopted, project applicants may 

participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

Raptor Species: When construction is proposed during the raptor breeding season (March to early September), a 

focused survey for raptor nests shall be conducted within 30 days prior to the beginning of construction activities by 

a qualified biologist in order to identify active nests on-site. If active nests are found, no construction activities shall 

take place within five hundred feet of the nest until the young have fledged. Trees containing nests shall be removed 

during the non-breeding season (late September to March). If no active nests are found during the focused survey, 

no further mitigation will be required. This measure will ensure that active nests are not moved or substantially 

disturbed during the breeding season, so that raptor eggs and young are not destroyed or abandoned as a result of 

construction. As an alternative to this measure, once the PCCP is adopted, project applicants may participate in the 

PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-9 on Draft EIS page 3.4-64 is revised as follows: 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-9: Roosting Bats  

(Applicability – Proposed Action and All Alternatives)  

Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall survey any affected structures for evidence of bat roosts (e.g., bat 

guano). If roosts are found, they shall be removed in April, September or October in order to avoid the hibernation 

and maternity seasons. Appropriate exclusion methods will be used, as needed, during habitat removal.  

The initial assessment will involve looking for bats or bat signs such as guano, urine staining, and culled food parts, 

and will identify those specific locations that represent potential habitat (i.e., which specific buildings, trees, bridges 

could support roosting bats). If no potential habitat is identified or no potential habitat will be affected (i.e., 

removed), no further measures are required.  

Bat habitat can be removed with minimal impact to the resident bat population if it is done outside of the hibernation 

season (November through March) and outside of the maternity season (May through August). During the removal 

period, a roost exit survey shall be conducted prior to habitat removal. If bats are detected, standard humane 

exclusion methods shall be implemented (e.g., placing plastic over roost entrance areas such that bats can exit the 

roost but not return). Exclusion shall be conducted for two nights prior to habitat removal and habitat removal shall 

occur immediately following implementation of these exclusion measures. If there is a delay, then the exclusion 

measures shall be repeated. During the maternity season (May through August), habitat removal may occur 

following a roost exit survey that confirms no bats are present; however, if bats are detected they may not be 

excluded until the end of the maternity season. During the hibernation season (November through March), bats do 

not exit the roost, so exit surveys cannot be used to assess presence and removal shall be delayed to the end of this 

time period.  



3.0 Errata  

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-25 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Final EIS 

USACE #199900737  July 2014 

If bats must be excluded, the project proponent shall work with a qualified biologist to determine if any additional 

steps (such as installation of alternative roost habitat in the form of bat boxes) are appropriate for the particular 

habitat. Determination of these additional measures will depend on the species present and their specific ecological 

preferences/requirements. Other steps could include improvement of other avoided bat habitat or design of new 

project elements such as bridges to be “bat-friendly.” As an alternative to this measure, once the PCCP is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

 

Mitigation Measure BIO-10 on Draft EIS page 3.4-66 is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure BIO-10: Wildlife Movement Protection Policies  

(Applicability –Proposed Action, and All Alternatives) 

To protect the long-term habitat of the stream channels and the transmission line corridors designated by the 

Specific Plan as Open Space and their potential use by wildlife as movement corridors, the Applicant(s) shall ensure 

that movement corridors are not obstructed and human intrusion into the corridor is minimized. These measures 

shall include, but not be limited to: the use of either bridges or culverts large enough that wildlife have enough space 

to pass through road crossings without having to travel over the road surface, the implementation of bank 

stabilization measures, and/or restoration and revegetation of stream corridor habitat that has been damaged due to 

the project’s construction. Furthermore, the recreational trails shall be lined by post and cable fence and signage 

shall be used to direct trail users to stay within the designated trail corridor and discourage access to the riparian 

habitat by humans and pets. The trails shall be closed after dark and exterior lighting on the trail shall be minimized 

to the extent acceptable to the County. 

 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measures 4.4-12a and 12b on Draft EIS page 3.4-68 is revised as follows: 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-12a and 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-12b: Riparian Habitat 

(Applicability – Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 5, and 

Combined Alternatives 1 through 5) 

Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a Streambed Alteration Agreement shall be obtained from CDFG, 

pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code, for each stream crossing and any other 

activities affecting the bed, bank, or associated riparian vegetation of the stream. If required, the project applicant 

shall coordinate with CDFG in developing appropriate mitigation, and shall abide by the conditions of any executed 

agreements. All stream crossings shall be performed using a “jack and bore” construction technique, unless 

otherwise specified by CDFG. Streambed Alteration Agreement measures to protect the channel bank of a stream 

from erosion and related effects of construction shall be included in all related construction contracts. As an 

alternative to this measure, once the PCCP is adopted, project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate 

affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as it pertains to riparian habitat. Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 requires 

replacement of all riparian trees removed to accommodate development. New trees and shrubs must be planted 

within existing riparian areas or improved drainage corridors. The replacement ratios exceed 1:1 in order to ensure 

that over the long-term the value of new riparian habitat equals or exceeds the value of the habitat that was lost. As 

an alternative, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may participate in the 

PCCP, to the extent that it provided adequate mitigation for impacts on riparian areas.  
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Additional steps shall be taken for properties that require more detailed resource identification prior to development, 

including: wetlands delineated and submitted to the USACE, habitat types mapped, and special-status species 

determined to be or potentially be within the Plan area with protocol surveys conducted if required. For each 

riparian tree removed, one 15-gallon tree, one depot-40 seedling for each inch, and three 1-gallon shrubs will be 

planted within existing riparian or improved drainage corridors in the Specific Plan Area. The replacement ratios 

exceed 1:1 in order to ensure that over the long-term the value of new riparian habitat equals or exceeds the value of 

the habitat that was lost. The replacement of riparian trees required by this measure shall be entirely included within 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes areas appropriate for such habitat. 

As an alternative to this measure, once the PCCP is adopted, project applicants may participate in the PCCP to 

mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-30 on Draft EIS page 3.4-71 is revised as follows: 

PVSP EIR Mitigation Measure 4.4-30: Fish Habitat  

(Applicability – Proposed Action, Alternatives 1 through 5, and 

Combined Alternatives 1 through 5)  

Implement Mitigation Measures 4.4-12a and 4.4-12b. As an alternative to this measure, once the PCCP is 

adopted, project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

A qualified fish biologist shall be present on-site during any dewatering activities at construction sites to minimize 

impacts to special-status species (i.e., prevent stranding of special-status species). Individual fish collected during 

dewatering shall be identified and released in an uninterrupted waterway adjacent to the area of disturbance. As an 

alternative to this measure, once the PCCP is adopted, project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate 

affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

Chinook salmon and steelhead resources shall be protected from potential construction-related activities by 

adherence to a construction window, whereby construction activities would be precluded from October 15 through 

June 15. This window corresponds to the time when both adult and juvenile Chinook salmon and steelhead are 

expected to migrate through the area. Further measures to protect salmon resources include use of Best Management 

Practices (BMPs) to minimize and localize siltation and other water quality impacts and to provide for riparian 

restoration activities. Such BMPs may include the use of cofferdams and other structures during dewatering and 

construction activities. Water quality monitoring shall also be performed to ensure that state and federal water 

quality standards are met. As an alternative to this measure, once the PCCP is adopted, project applicants may 

participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

3.6 Cultural Resources 

 

The second to last sentence in the last paragraph on Draft EIS page 3.6-3 is revised as follows: 

For purposes of analysis in this EIS, based on the nature of the Proposed Action and the type of 

residential and non-residential development that would be constructed on the site, it is assumed that in 

most cases the depth of excavation on the project area (the vertical APE) would be less than 6 feet (1.8 

meters) below ground surface. 
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The second sentence in the second paragraph on Draft EIS page 3.6-4 is revised as follows: 

The vertical APE extends from approximately 35 feet (11 meters) above the surface (for the construction 

of structures) and 6 feet (1.8 meters)25 feet (7 meters) below the surface, to allow for the deep installation 

of buried utilities and infrastructure. 

 

Additional information has been added at the end of Project Area Ethnography on Draft EIS page 3.6-6 as 

follows: 

Additional prehistoric and ethnographic accounts and interpretations for the region include those 

advanced by Littlejohn (1928), Jones and Klar (2007), Moratto (1984), Tatsch (2006), and others. In 

addition, the regional chronology for the foothills and montane region, known as the Kings Beach and 

Martis Complex, is described in further detail by Heizer and Elsasser (1953) and Elston et al. (1977).  

 

Additional information has been added at the end of the first paragraph on Draft EIS page 3.6-15 as 

follows: 

The Tribe also requested to receive project environmental documents so that the Tribe may comment. The 

Tribe stated that the Tribe’s Preservation Committee has identified cultural resources in the project area 

and requested a project area visit to confirm the location of such sites (Windmiller et al. 2012). As a result, 

the USACE contacted the UAIC on June 14, 2012, and received another request to review relevant cultural 

resources reports. The UAIC also requested a coordination meeting. The USACE met with representatives 

of the UAIC on September 21, 2012 and provided them with the requested materials. Consultation is 

ongoing.As part of ongoing consultation, the USACE, UAIC, and ECORP carried out a tour of the PVSP 

on 23 May 2013 to inspect locations of some of the previously recorded sites and verify location and 

integrity of the previously recorded sites. Copies of the previous technical studies were provided to UAIC 

in advance of the tour.  

The footer in Table 3.6-4 on Draft EIS page 3.6-34 is revised as follows: 

* Measures recommended if resource will be adversely affected by the PVSP.Measures to be implemented 

if the resources will be adversely affected by PVSP, or as stipulated through the HPTP. 

 

Mitigation Measure CR-1 on Draft EIS page 3.6-36 is revised as follows: 

Mitigation Measure CR-1: Prepare, Execute, and Implement a Programmatic Agreement 

with Programmatic Historic Properties Treatment Plan Historic 

Property Management Plan and Project-Specific Historic 

Property Treatment Plans 

(Applicability – Proposed Action and, Alternatives 1 through 5, 

and Combined Alternatives 1 through 5) 
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For all action alternatives that require federal permitting and authorization, USACE shall satisfy the requirements 

of Section 106 of the NHPA through the development and execution of a PA. The PA shall be prepared and executed 

(signed) prior to issuance of any federal permit or authorization for any aspect or component of the specific plan 

project. Preparation of the phase-specific APE and inventory and evaluation of properties within the APE shall be 

performed prior to any Determination of the project- or phase-specific APE, and the related inventory, evaluation of 

eligibility, determination of effect to historic properties, shall be performed prior to permit issuance and any 

subsequent ground-disturbing work in the APE for any federal permitting or authorization of individual 

development phases. Implementation of treatment measures for identified historic properties may be performed 

during construction and ground-disturbing work provided that no ground-disturbing work is performed in the 

vicinity of resources subject to adverse effects and within an appropriate radius of the resource as determined by 

USACE, prior to completion of all treatment measures. The exact radius in which construction shall not occur shall 

be determined based upon the nature of the resource the potential for outlying undiscovered elements of that 

resource. 

 

The analysis under Impact CR-2 for Alternatives 1 through 5 on Draft EIS page 3.6-38 is revised as 

follows: 

All of the on-site alternatives, like the No Action Alternative, would reduce the potential to encounter 

unanticipated buried cultural deposits because have a similar potential to encounter unanticipated buried 

cultural deposits. However, because the total area of ground disturbance on the site would be reduced 

and the amount of ground disturbance along Dry Creek (the most sensitive area for potential buried 

prehistoric deposits) would also be reduced, the frequency and amount of unanticipated discovery would 

be commensurate with the smaller area of impact. Nonetheless, there would be some potential to 

encounter buried prehistoric deposits, potentially along stream channels. The effect would be significant. 

Mitigation Measure CR-2 would reduce the effect to a less than significant level. 

 

The first paragraph of the Impact CR-3 analysis on Draft EIS page 3.6-38 is revised as follows: 

The construction and operation of off-site water pipeline infrastructure by the Placer County Water 

Agency (PCWA) which would be used by the No Action Alternative, Proposed Action, and Alternatives 

1 through 5 would have no impact on Native American archaeological resources and would have 

unknown effects on historic sites properties. Following the application by the PCWA to the USACE for a 

Section 404 permit for the pipeline infrastructure project, the USACE will inventory, evaluate eligibility, 

determine effect, and develop measures to resolve the adverse effect to historic properties. If the PCWA 

will not seek a Section 404 permit, then the comparable procedures in CEQA or Section 106 of the NHPA 

will apply, as appropriate. 
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Additional references have been added under Section 3.6.7 References on Draft EIS page 3.6-39 as 

follows: 

Elston, Robert G., Jonathan O. Davis, Alan Leventhal, and Cameron Covington. 1977. The Archaeology of 

the Tahoe Reach of the Truckee River. Northern Division of the Nevada Archaeological Survey, 

University of Nevada, Reno. Submitted to Tahoe-Truckee Sanitation Agency, Reno, Nevada. 

Heizer, R.F. and A.B. Elsasser. 1953. Some Archaeological Sites and Cultures of the Central Sierra 

Nevada. Berkeley: University of California Archaeological Survey Reports, No. 21. 

Jones, Terry L. and Kathryn Klar (editors). 2007. California Prehistory: Colonization, Culture, and 

Complexity. Alta Mira Press. 

Littlejohn, H. W. 1928. Nisenan Geography. Ms in Bancroft Library, University of California, Berkeley. 

Moratto, M. J. 1984. California Archaeology. Academic Press, Orlando. 

Tatsch, Sheri Jean. 2006. The Nisenan: Dialects & Districts of a Speech Community. Native American 

Studies, University of California-Davis. 

 

3.7 Environmental Justice, Population, and Housing  

The text of Impact EJ-2 on Draft EIS page 3.7-8 is revised as follows: 

Proposed 

Action (Base 

Plan and 

Blueprint 

Scenarios) 

Implementation of the Proposed Action would result in the construction of 14,132 

(Base Plan scenario) to 21,631 (Blueprint scenario) residential units on the project site, 

which could accommodate approximately 30,000 to 50,000 additional persons. As 

discussed above, SACOG projects that unincorporated Placer County (not including the 

Tahoe Basin) would add approximately 16,475 residential units and 48,000 residents 

between 2008 and 2035.  

The increase in housing associated with the Base Plan scenario represents 

approximately 86 percent of SACOG’s housing projection while the increase in 

population associated with the Base Plan scenario represents about 72 percent of 

SACOG’s population projection. As a result, the Base Plan scenario would not exceed 

housing and population projections for the unincorporated portion of Placer County, 

and thus would not directly induce substantial population growth in Placer County that 

was not anticipated.  

Concerning the Blueprint scenario, the increase in housing associated with this scenario 

represents 131 percent of SACOG’s housing projection while the increase in population 

associated with this scenario represents about 103 percent of SACOG’s population 

projection. Therefore, the Blueprint scenario would exceed housing and population 

projections for the unincorporated portion of Placer County, and thus would induce 

substantial population growth in Placer County. However, the additional population 
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(about 1,400 persons more than the SACOG projections) represents a small exceedance 

of the SACOG projections. Furthermore, the housing and population increases that 

would result from development pursuant to the Blueprint scenario would promote the 

land use scenario for the region as currently preferred by SACOG and several of its 

member organizations. By concentrating population closer to the core of the region, a 

number of environmental and lifestyle benefits would accrue, including shorter 

commutes, greater potential use of transit, cleaner air, and less open space lost to 

suburban sprawl. Higher density development under the Blueprint scenario would limit 

sprawl and the close proximity of amenities would result in shorter vehicle trips. The 

higher density would encourage the construction and use of alternative transportation 

facilities such as buses, bicycle lanes, and pedestrian sidewalks and trails, which would 

reduce the number of vehicle trips. Studies indicate that communities with streets 

designed for the safety of all users can encourage walking and biking and help people 

lead healthier lifestyles (Giles et al. 2011), and that residents of transit-oriented 

developments are two to five times more likely to use transit for commuting and non-

work trips than others living in the same region (Arrington and Cervero 2008). In 

general, the greater the population density of an area, the less the area's residents tend 

to drive (Transportation Research Board of the National Academies 2003). Therefore, air 

pollutant emissions under the Blueprint scenario would be reduced compared to the 

Base Plan scenario. Other potential benefits include (1) improved health1 due to 

increased opportunities for walking and biking, (2) residential costs savings from 

reduced auto-dependence to access jobs and services, and (3) municipal cost savings 

from sewer and road maintenance, and other local services. Therefore, this effect would 

be less than significant.  

 

Three new references have been added under Section 3.7.7 References on Draft EIS page 3.7-9 as follows: 

Arrington, G. B., Cervero, Robert. 2008. Vehicle Trip Reduction Impacts of Transit-Oriented Housing. 

Journal of Public Transportation, Vol. 11, No. 3. 

Giles-Corti B, Wood G, Pikora T et al. 2011. School site and the potential to walk to school: the impact of 

street connectivity and traffic exposure in school neighborhoods. Health Place. 2011; 17(2):545-50. 

Kuzmyak, J. Richard, Richard H. Pratt, G. Bruce Douglas, and Frank Spielberg. 2003. Traveler Response 

to Transportation System Changes: Chapter 15—Land Use and Site Design. Transportation 

Research Board. 2003. http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/tcrp/tcrp_rpt_95c15.pdf.   

 

                                                           
1  According to the U.S. EPA, while data are lacking to determine whether the built environment determines levels 

of physical activity and/or obesity, nearly 90 percent of studies found a positive association, suggesting that the 

built environment is one of the many factors that could play a role in how much people exercise and levels of 

obesity (http://www.epa.gov/dced/built.htm). 



3.0 Errata  

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-31 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Final EIS 

USACE #199900737  July 2014 

3.9 Hazards and Hazardous Materials  

The third paragraph of the analysis under Impact HAZ-5 on Draft EIS page 3.9-20 is revised as follows: 

Residential uses are proposed adjacent to but not within the transmission line corridors; residential areas 

would be a minimum of 100 feet (30.5 meters) from the corridorexisting power lines. Implementation of 

appropriate setbacks from the corridor power lines would ensure that effects associated with increased 

exposure to EMF would be minimal.  

 

3.10 Hydrology and Water Quality  

The analysis under Impact HYDRO-6 on Draft EIS page 3.10-29 is revised as follows: 

No Action 

Alt., 

Proposed 

Action, Alts. 

1 through 5 

The project site is within an area that could experience flooding in the event that Folsom 

Lake Dikes 4, 5, and 6 fail. The National Inventory of Dams considers the Folsom Lake 

Dikes high hazard structures, reflecting a potential for loss of human life in the event of a 

failure. According to the Folsom Dam Safety and Flood Damage Reduction Joint Federal 

Project, Dikes 4, 5, and 6 could fail due to overtopping during a major storm event. 

However, the likelihood of reservoir inflows that could cause overtopping is extremely 

low, and would be reduced upon completion of the new Folsom Dam spillway that is 

currently under construction and scheduled for completion by 2015. Failure from piping 

could occur at any water surface elevation within the reservoir. In addition, the increased 

precipitation as a result of climate change could result in a significant effect on the 

hydrograph used for the dikes. If the hydrograph changes then some or all of the 

designed margin of safety, referred to as freeboard, could be lost. With reduced 

freeboard, dam operators may be forced to release increased volumes earlier in a storm 

cycle to retain the margins of safety. Early releases or spillway overflow events could 

increase flooding downstream. However, the project site is near an area where the 

potential hazards from inundation of the Folsom Dam would be low. Therefore, the risk 

of damage to property and loss of human life associated with inundation of the Folsom 

Dam would be low and the impact would be less than significant. Mitigation is not 

required. 

 

3.11 Land Use and Planning  

The first sentence under Section 3.11.2.3 Existing and Planned Land Uses in the Vicinity of Project Site, on 

Draft EIS page 3.11-5 is revised as follows: 

Lands to the north of the project site are located in Roseville and unincorporated Placer County, and 

include the Curry Creek Community Plan area and Sierra Vista Specific Plan area and land identified for 

the eventual Curry Creek Community Plan. 
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3.14 Transportation and Traffic  

The text of the No Action Alternative analysis under Impact TRA-11 on Draft ES page 3.14-43 is revised 

as follows: 

The Public Utilities Commission (PUC) would be responsible for issuing a permit for any roadway 

widening across the Union Pacific rail line along Riego Road, and could require that a grade separation 

be constructed as part of the roadway widening. The need and design of the crossing would be 

determined during planning for the roadway widening. One concern of PUC staff is that adequate land 

be reserved to provide the right-of-way for the separation. Because the rail line is located outside of the 

project site and in Sutter County, Placer County cannot ensure that adequate land is reserved. Sutter 

County would have jurisdiction over the roadway widening, including the right-of-way for the rail 

crossing. The No Action Alternative would pay its fair share toward the road widening, including a 

grade separation if needed. Because the contribution of the No Action Alternative to cumulative traffic 

would not trigger the need for additional widening over the rail line, this effect is considered less than 

significant. 

 

3.15 Utilities and Service Systems  

The second to last sentence of the second paragraph under Impact UTIL-2 No Action Alternative analysis 

on Draft EIS page 3.15-24 is revised as follows: 

The USACE estimates that the No Action Alternative would have a projected recycled water supply of 2.8 

mgd (10.6 mld) at buildout. This leaves a deficit of approximatelyless than 0.7 mgd [2.6 mld] when 

compared to July average day recycled water demand of 3.5 mgd (13.2 mld). 

 

The Dry Creek WWTP capacity analysis for the Proposed Action (Base Plan and Blueprint Scenarios) 

under Impact UTIL-3 on Draft EIS page 3.15-29 is revised as follows: 

Dry Creek WWTP 

The USACE estimates that the Proposed Action would generate an ADWF ranging from 2.92 mgd (11.05 

mld) to 4.19 mgd (15.86 mld) at buildout (Table 3.15-2), based on unit flow factors established in the 

Environmental Impact Report prepared for the PVSP (see Subsection 3.15.4.2). As discussed above, the 

planned flow for Shed B is 0.37 mgd (1.40 mld). The projected total flow at buildout under the Proposed 

Action for Shed B would range from 0.51 mgd (1.93 mld) to 0.79 mgd (2.99 mld). The additional flow 

would conflict with current planning efforts for the WWTP and is considered a potentially significant 

effect. However, the WWTP may have the capacity to serve this additional flow from Shed B because 

actual flows within the SPWA service area have been less than projected due to a 27 percent reduction in 

flow factors for residential units and a 20 percent overall reduction in development densities (RMC 2005). 

In addition, the treatment plant is currently constructed to treat 18 mgd (68 mld), but can be expanded to 

treat 24 mgd (91 mld) (Placer County 2007). In addition, the Roseville Regional Wastewater Treatment 

Service Area Master Plan included buildout of Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area in the flow projections. 



3.0 Errata  

Impact Sciences, Inc. 3.0-33 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Final EIS 

USACE #199900737  July 2014 

The addition of flows from Shed A under the Proposed Action would also result in the need to expand 

the Dry Creek WWTP, and the current NPDES waste discharge requirements would need to be amended. 

This is a potentially significant effect. Therefore, wastewater flows from the Proposed Action would have 

a less than significant effect on the Dry Creek WWTP. PVSP EIR Mitigation Measures 4.11.6-2a through 

4.11.6-2c would address the effect be implemented to further reduce the effect.  
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4.0 Cumulative Impacts 

Table 4.0-2 on page 4.0-16 is revised as follows: 

 

 

Table 4.0-2 

Waters of the U.S. Impacts and Mitigation (in Acres) based on Recent Permits Issued by the USACE in the Cumulative Study Area 

 

Wetland Type 

Total 

Impact 

Total 

Mitigation 

Total 

Mitigation 

excluding 

Preservation 

On-Site Mitigation 

Mitigation Banks within 

Study Area 

Mitigation Banks 

Outside of Study Areaa 

Creation 

Restored/ 

Enhanced Preserved Creation Preservation Creation Preservation 

Vernal Pools 147.55b 465.24 208.73 71.33 0 76.41 121.05 132.09 16.35 48.01 

Other Waters of U.S. 291.38c 788.69 452.38 180.30 13.95d 296.36 231.68 39.95 26.45 0 

Total 438.93 1,253.93 661.11 251.63 13.95 372.77 352.73 172.04 42.8 48.01 

Total Delineated 1,099.51          

    

Note: 
a Includes mitigation sites that are in unknown locations 
b Total impact does not include 0.87 acre of temporary impact to vernal pools. 
c Total impact does not include 13.79 acres of temporary impact to other waters of the U.S. 
d Includes 11.9 acres of restored and 2.05 acres of enhanced wetlands 
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Table 4.0-5 on Draft EIS page 4.0-32 is revised as follows: 

 

 

Table 4.0-5 

Other Major DA Permit Projects in the Air Basin – 

Construction Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

 

Project  ROG NOX PM10 PM2.5 

Folsom Southa 120 128 579 126 

Natomas Levee, Phase 2b NA NA NA NA 

Natomas Levee, Phase 3bc NA NA NA NA 

Natomas Levee, Phase 4Ad 303 1,846 15,388 NA 

Rio Del Oroe 627 2,071 NA NA 

Sunridge Propertiesf 385 501 276 NA 

Arboretum NA NA NA NA 

Cordova Hillsg 3,616 405 2,723 576 

River Islands at Lathrop NA NA NA NA 

Suncreekh 194 141 289 64 

Mather Specific Plan I 739 100 144 32 

Folsom Dam Modification 

Project Approach Channelj 

10 46 126 18 

Southport Sacramento River 

Early Implementation 

Project 

34 342 12,948 14.7 

    

Note:  

NA – not available 

Bold: Exceeds Significance Thresholds. Significance Thresholds are not the same for all of the projects listed. 
a. Department of the Army Permit SPK-2007-02159. August 11, 2011. 
b. Department of the Army Permit SPK-2007-00211. January 21, 2009. 
c. Department of the Army Permit SPK-2008-01039. April 2, 2010. 
d Department of the Army Permit SPK-2009-00480. November 8, 2010. 
e. Department of the Army Permit SPK-1999-00590. June 13, 2012. 
f. Department of the Army Permit SPK-2009-00511. January 25, 2011. 
g Cordova Hills: Sacramento County, Cordova Hills Final EIR, Document Control Number 2008-00142  
h Suncreek Specific Plan Project Draft EIR. Prepared for the City of Rancho Cordova by AECOM, October 2012.  
I  Department of the Army Permit SPK-2002-561. June 2012 
j Folsom Dam Modification Project, Approach Channel. Supplemental EIS/EIR, December 2012. 
k Southport Sacramento River Early Implementation Project EIS/EIR. November 2013. 
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Table 4.0-7 on Draft EIS page 4.0-35 is revised as follows: 

 

 

Table 4.0-7 

Other Major DA Permit Projects in the Air Basin – 

Operational Emissions (Pounds per Day) 

 

Project  ROG NOx PM10 PM2.5 

Folsom Southa 2,061 709 2,433 1,529 

Natomas Levee, Phase 2b NA NA NA NA 

Natomas Levee, Phase 3bc NA NA NA NA 

Natomas Levee, Phase 4Ad NA NA NA NA 

Rio Del Oroe 733 676 1,115 NA 

Sunridge Propertiesf NA NA NA NA 

Arboretum NA NA NA NA 

Cordova Hillsg 857 415 1,326 252 

River Islands at Lathrop NA NA NA NA 

Suncreekh 523 335 961 185 

Mather Specific Plani 937 620 2,396 724 

Folsom Dam Modification 

Project Approach Channelj 

0 0 0 0 

Southport Sacramento River 

Early Implementation 

Project 

NA NA NA NA 

    

Note:  

NA – not available 

Emissions reported are maximum unmitigated emissions generated. 

The significance thresholds differ depending on the Air Quality Management District. 

Bold: Exceeds Significance Thresholds. Significance Thresholds are not the same for all of the projects listed. 
a. Department of the Army Permit SPK-2007-02159. August 11, 2011. 
b. Department of the Army Permit SPK-2007-00211. January 21, 2009. 
c. Department of the Army Permit SPK-2008-01039. April 2, 2010. 
d Department of the Army Permit SPK-2009-00480. November 8, 2010. 
e. Department of the Army Permit SPK-1999-00590. June 13, 2012. 
f. Department of the Army Permit SPK-2009-00511. January 25, 2011. 
g Cordova Hills: Sacramento County, Cordova Hills Final EIR, Document Control Number 2008-00142  
h Suncreek Specific Plan Project Draft EIR. Prepared for the City of Rancho Cordova by AECOM, October 2012.  
I  Department of the Army Permit SPK-2002-561. June 2012 
j Folsom Dam Modification Project, Approach Channel. Supplemental EIS/EIR, December 2012. 
k Southport Sacramento River Early Implementation Project EIS/EIR. November 2013. 

 

 

Additional analysis has been added after the first paragraph on Draft EIS page 4.0-37 as follows: 

 As the table above shows, even though population and vehicle traffic are projected to 

increase by 25 percent and 17 percent respectively in the SACOG region, daily emissions 

of ozone precursors are expected to decrease substantially, with NOx emissions 
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decreasing by 55 percent and ROG by 35 percent between 2018 and 2035 as a result of 

vehicle fleet improvements, fuel efficiency measures, transportation control measures in 

the SIP for the SACOG region, and denser future development pursuant to the SCS. 

These population and traffic increases represent the best understanding of overall 

growth projections for the region and include projects such as Placer Vineyards Specific 

Plan as well as other projects in the region.2   

On a project level, due to the greater number of dwellings and increased commercial 

space, the Blueprint scenario would have higher air pollutant emissions than the Base 

Plan scenario. However, on a cumulative regional basis, it is likely the Blueprint scenario 

could result in lower emissions. In general, greater development density typically results 

in reduced vehicle miles traveled (VMT) as residents have a shorter distance to travel to 

services. The Blueprint results in the provision of an additional 7,502 residential units on 

approximately the same acreage as the Base Plan scenario. Assuming these 

7,502 additional units would be built elsewhere in the air basin, the total cumulative 

emissions that would result from the Base Plan development plus these 7,502 dwelling 

units constructed at another site or sites elsewhere in the region would be higher than the 

Blueprint scenario due to increased VMT. However, this is speculative as it is currently 

unknown whether or not these additional units would be built elsewhere, and if so 

whether they would result in more or less VMT than if they were part of the Proposed 

Action. 

 

Appendix 3.0 PVSP EIR Mitigation Measures  

Draft EIS Appendix 3.0 has been revised to include the revised mitigation measures adopted by the 

County. The revised appendix is presented in Final EIS Appendix 3.0 (at the end of this document).   

                                                           
2 Please see SACOG MTP/SCS 2035 Update Appendix E-3 for projected changes in land use, population, and 

employment in the SACOG region through 2035. 



Impact Sciences, Inc. 4.0-1 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Final EIS 

USACE #200601050  July 2014 

4.0 REFERENCES 

ECORP Consulting, Inc. 2008. “Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Aquatic Resources Qualitative Assessment 

and Avoidance and Minimization-Strategy and Criteria.” July. 

ECORP Consulting, Inc. 2013. “MCSE/EDAW 07/404 Permit Impacts and New Potential Avoidance 

Areas.” September 11. 

Reid, T. 2014. TRA Environmental Sciences, Inc. Email communication with Loren Clark, Placer County, 

dated January 15. 

Quad Knopf. 2007. “Second Partially Recirculated Revised Draft EIR, Placer Vineyards Specific Plan.” 

March. 



Impact Sciences, Inc. 5.0-1 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Final EIS 

USACE #199900737  July 2014 

5.0 LIST OF PREPARERS 

5.1 US ARMY CORPS OF ENGINEERS 

Name Title Experience 

Nancy A. Haley Chief, California North Branch, Regulatory 20 years USACE Environmental 

Will Ness Senior Project Manager 14 years USACE Environmental 

James T. Robb Senior Project Manager 4 years USACE Environmental 

Nikki Polson Archaeologist 4 years USACE Environmental 

Erin Hess Cultural Resources Specialist 12 years USACE Environmental 

 

5.2 IMPACT SCIENCES INC. 

Name Qualifications Participation 

Shabnam Barati B.A., M.A, M.Phil., Ph.D., 25 years of 

experience 

Project Manager 

Jennifer Millman B.S., 5 years of experience Deputy Project Manager, Biological 

Resources, Environmental Justice , 

Hazards and Hazardous Materials, 

Hydrology and Water Quality, Noise, 

Public Services 

Sara Morton B.S., 6 years of experience Deputy Project Manager, Project  

Description, Geology, Soils, and 

Minerals 

Paul Stephenson, AICP B.S., M.A., 9 years of experience Aesthetics, Agricultural Resources, 

Land Use, Transportation and Traffic, 

Utility and Service Systems 

Caitlin Gilleran B.S., 2 years of experience Cultural Resources, Cumulative 

Eric Bell B.S., M.S., 5 years of experience Air Quality, Climate Change 

Ian Hillway B.S., 16 years of experience Editing, Production, Graphics 

 

5.3 SUBCONSULTANTS 

Name Qualifications Participation 

David M. Tokarski, DKS Associates B.S., M.S., 16 years of experience Transportation and Traffic 

Sally Morgan, Independent Contractor B.A., M.A., 37 years of experience Cultural Resources 

Jeff Glazner, Salix Inc. B.S., 22 years of experience Biological Resources 

Matt Fremont, Helix Environmental B.A., M.A., 10 years of experience Biological Resources (GIS) 
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REVISED APPENDIX 3.0 PVSP EIR MITIGATION MEASURES 

The following mitigation measures from the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan EIR were incorporated into 

the Placer Vineyard Specific Plan (PVSP) project by Placer County. 

Land Use  

4.1-3 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as it pertains to agricultural land and open space. As an 

alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan (PCCP) is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered 

in the PCCP. 

4.1-6 A minimum 100-foot setback shall be maintained between structures intended for permanent 

residential habitation and the 115 kV utility lines (as measured from the nearest utility line). 

Similarly, a setback of 150 feet shall be maintained for the substation and 230 kV utility lines.  

4.1-13a Comply with all applicable mitigation measures set forth in the Environmental Impact 

Report, City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility, certified by the City 

of Lincoln City Council on March 9, 1999 during construction and operation of the recycled 

water facility.  

4.1-13b Prior to construction of any facilities not within the area assessed by the Environmental 

Impact Report, City of Lincoln Wastewater Treatment and Reclamation Facility, such as 

potential future downstream diversion structures, perform an initial study in accordance 

with CEQA to determine subsequent environmental assessment needs. This should include 

consideration of site-specific biological, wetland and cultural resource assessments.  

4.1-13c Compliance with mitigation measures set forth in this Revised Draft EIR or similar measures 

proposed by the City of Lincoln designed to reduce impacts to visual quality, water quality, 

biological resources, soils, cultural resources, air quality, and the noise environment, 

including Mitigation Measures 4.2-6a, 4.2-6b, 4.3.4-1c, 4.3.4-2a, 4.3.4- 2b, 4.3.4-2c, 4.3.4-3a, 

4.3.4-3b, 4.4-1a, 4.4-1b, 4.4-1c, 4.4-1d, 4.4-1e, 4.4-1f, 4.4-1g, 4.4-1h, 4.4-1i, 4.4-14, 4.4-15, 4.4-16, 

4.4-17, 4.4-18, 4.4-20, 4.4-21, 4.4-22, 4.4-23, 4.4-24, 4.4-26, 4.4-27, 4.4-29, 4.4-30, 4.5-1a, 4.5-2, 4.5-

4a, 4.4-5b, 4.6-2a, 4.6-2b, 4.6- 2c, 4.6-2d, 4.6-2e, 4.6-2f, 4.6-2g, 4-6-2h, 4.6-3a, 4.6-3b, 4.8-1a, 4.8-

1b, 4.8-1c, 4.8-1d, 4.8-1e, 4.9-2, and 4.9-3.  

4.1-14 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1a as it pertains to agricultural land and open space. As 

an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project 

applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the 

PCCP. 

Aesthetics 

4.2-3 Water storage tanks shall be subject to review and approval pursuant to the County’s Design 

Review process. In concert with Design Review, a landscaping plan that softens the visual 

appearance of the tanks from open space areas shall be submitted, and shall conform to the 

standards contained in the Placer County Landscape Design Guidelines Manual.  

4.2-6a All areas containing natural vegetation or landscape material that are disturbed during utility 

line and roadway construction shall be revegetated upon completion of work utilizing plant 

materials similar to those disturbed. Revegetated areas shall be actively maintained until 
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fully established, in accordance with the standards and provisions contained in the County’s 

Landscape Design Guidelines.  

4.2-6b All permanent utility line-related structures extending above ground shall be screened where 

feasible using a combination of berms, mounds, landscape material, decorative fencing/ 

walls, or other screening feature approved by the Placer County Development Review 

Committee, consistent with the Placer County Design Guidelines and the Placer County 

Landscape Design Guidelines. In addition, any proposed roadway and utility pump station 

lighting shall be directed downward using cut-off fixtures to minimize lighting effects on 

adjacent areas and the night sky.  

Hydrology, Water Resources, and Water Quality 

4.3.2-1a New development applications shall be accompanied by a site-specific project drainage 

report that is consistent with the approved Master Project Drainage Study. The project 

drainage report shall be reviewed and approved by the Placer County Public Works 

Department during the Subsequent Conformity Review Process and prior to improvement 

plan approval for new development. The drainage report shall be prepared by a Registered 

Civil Engineer and shall be in conformance with the Placer County Storm Water 

Management Manual and Placer County Code. The project applicant shall be financially 

responsible for all stormwater drainage facility maintenance requirements. The project 

drainage report shall include, at a minimum, written text addressing existing conditions, the 

effects of project improvements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, potential 

increases in downstream flows and volumes, proposed on-site improvements, and drainage 

easements, if necessary, to accommodate flows from the site. The drainage report shall 

demonstrate compliance with all mitigation measures included in this Revised Draft EIR.  

4.3.2-1b New development within the Specific Plan area shall reduce post-development stormwater 

runoff peak flows and volumes to pre-development levels for the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-year 

storm events through the construction of regional retention and detention facilities for the 

Curry Creek and Steelhead Creek watersheds. Retention/detention facilities in the Steelhead 

Creek watershed shall incorporate gates, as described in the Master Project Drainage Study, 

to control flows during a Sankey Gap spill. A protocol shall be established by Placer County 

in cooperation with the Sacramento Area Flood Control District for monitoring of the Sankey 

Gap spill and for operation of the gates. Responsibility for the operation and maintenance of 

the gates shall be assumed by the County Service Area that will serve the Specific Plan area. 

Construction of regional retention and detention facilities shall be prior to or concurrent with 

the initial development of the Specific Plan area. Runoff from development within the Dry 

Creek watershed shall not be detained or retained. Retention and detention facilities shall be 

designed in accordance with the requirements of the Placer County Storm Water 

Management Manual that are in effect at the time of submittal, and to the satisfaction of the 

Department of Public Works. Retention and detention facilities shall be designed to be 

consistent with the Master Project Drainage Study for the Specific Plan.  

4.3.2-1c Drainage facilities, for purposes of collecting runoff on individual lots, shall be designed in 

accordance with the requirements of the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual 

that are in effect at the time of submittal, to the satisfaction of the Department of Public 

Works. These facilities shall be constructed with subdivision improvements, and easements 

provided as required by the Department of Public Works. Maintenance of these facilities 
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shall be provided by a new County Service Area (CSA), an expanded CSA #28, or other 

responsible entity.  

4.3.2-1d The location, size, and ownership of any canals in the Specific Plan area shall be described in 

the project drainage report and shown on improvement plans. The Department of Public 

Works shall be provided with a letter from the agency controlling the canal describing any 

restrictions, requirements, easements, etc. relative to project construction. Said letter shall be 

provided to the Department of Public Works prior to the approval of improvement plans.  

4.3.2-1e New development in the Specific Plan area within the Dry Creek watershed shall be subject 

to the one-time payment of drainage improvement and flood control fees pursuant to the Dry 

Creek Watershed Interim Drainage Improvement Ordinance (Ref. Article 15.32, formerly 

Chapter 4, Subchapter 20, Placer County Code). The actual fees to be paid will be those in 

effect at the time the payment occurs.  

4.3.2-1f New development in the Specific Plan area within the Dry Creek Watershed shall be subject 

to payment of annual drainage improvement and flood control fees pursuant to the Dry 

Creek Watershed Interim Drainage Improvement Ordinance (Ref. Article 15.32, formerly 

Chapter 4, Subchapter 20, Placer County Code). The applicant shall cause the subject 

property to become a participant in the existing Dry Creek Watershed County Service Area 

for purposes of collecting these annual special assessments.  

4.3.2-1g New development shall not alter the post-development mitigated drainage shed boundaries 

identified in the Master Project Drainage Study in a way that would increase the peak flow 

runoff or runoff volume.  

4.3.2-1h Prior to any improvement plan approval (including plans for backbone infrastructure), the 

Master Project Drainage Study shall be submitted to the Placer County Department of Public 

Works for review and approval. The Master Project Drainage Study shall be in conformance 

with the requirements of Section 5 of the Land Development Manual and the Placer County 

Storm Water Management Manual that are in effect at the time of submittal. The report shall 

be prepared by a Registered Civil Engineer and shall include all drainage elements outlined 

in this Revised Draft EIR. The drainage facilities shall be designed for future, fully developed, 

unmitigated flows from upstream development. Regional detention and retention basis, 

regional water quality basins, as well as regional drainage channel improvements shall be 

incorporated with appropriate design information along with appropriate phasing 

information.  

4.3.2-1i New development in the Specific Plan area within the Steelhead Creek (NEMDC) tributary 

shall be subject to payment of fair share stormwater volume mitigation fees to the County of 

Sacramento. The current fees range from $325.00 to $629.00 per acre. (Fee Schedule for Zone 

11C) and are adjusted annually. The actual fees to be paid will be those in effect at the time 

the payment occurs. Prior to improvement plan approval, the applicant shall provide 

evidence to the Placer County Department of Public Works that the fees have been paid to 

Sacramento County.  

4.3.2-2a New development applications shall be accompanied by a site-specific project drainage 

report that is consistent with the approved Master Project Drainage Study. The project 

drainage report shall be reviewed and approved by the Placer County Public Works 

Department during the Subsequent Conformity Review Process and prior to improvement 

plan approval for new development. The drainage report shall be prepared by a Registered 
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Civil Engineer and shall be in conformance with the Placer County Storm Water 

Management Manual and Placer County Code. The project applicant shall be financially 

responsible for all stormwater drainage facility maintenance requirements. The project 

drainage report shall include, at a minimum, written text addressing existing conditions, the 

effects of project improvements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, potential 

increases in downstream flows and volumes, proposed on-site improvements, and drainage 

easements, if necessary, to accommodate flows from the site. The drainage report shall 

demonstrate compliance with all mitigation measures included in this Revised Draft EIR and 

adopted by the Board of Supervisors.  

4.3.2-2b New development within the Specific Plan area shall upsize any existing undersized culverts 

within the Specific Plan area conveying increased flows from the proposed development. All 

existing culverts conveying development flow shall be identified with pre- and post-

development flow quantities and capacities. All culvert analysis (existing and upsized) shall 

be designed in conformance with the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual to 

accommodate the 2-, 10-, 25- and 100-year storms. Flow consideration for debris clogging and 

sediment transport shall be provided. In addition to the 100-year event, 200-year events shall 

be evaluated for potential impacts to collector roadways, detention pond failure, and other 

life-safety impacts.  

4.3.2-3a No grading or other disturbance shall occur within the post-project 100-year floodplain limit 

as identified in the Master Project Drainage Study except, as necessary to construct and 

maintain drainage improvements. The post-project 100- year floodplain shall be designated 

as a development setback line on improvement plans and final subdivision maps unless 

greater setbacks are required by other mitigation measures or conditions of approval.  

4.3.2-3b New development applications shall be accompanied by a site-specific project drainage 

report that is consistent with the approved Master Project Drainage Study. The project 

drainage report shall be reviewed and approved by the Placer County Public Works 

Department during the Subsequent Conformity Review Process and prior to improvement 

plan approval for new development. The drainage report shall be prepared by a Registered 

Civil Engineer and shall be in conformance with the Placer County Storm Water 

Management Manual and Placer County Code. The project applicant shall be financially 

responsible for all stormwater drainage facility maintenance requirements. The project 

drainage report shall include, at a minimum, written text addressing existing conditions, the 

effects of project improvements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, potential 

increases in downstream flows and volumes, proposed on-site improvements, and drainage 

easements, if necessary, to accommodate flows from the site. The drainage report shall 

demonstrate compliance with all mitigation measures included in this Revised Draft EIR.  

4.3.2-3c New development applications within the Specific Plan area shall identify the limits of 

existing and proposed floodplains in the site-specific project drainage report. Channel/swale 

construction and/or improvements with new development shall be designed in accordance 

with the Placer County Storm Water Management Manual and provide sufficient freeboard 

for the 100-year event and shall be identified with floodplain delineations.  

4.3.2-3d The developer shall construct flood warning devices (e.g., rain gauges, stream gauges with 

radio transmitters) within floodplains as indicated in the Placer County Storm Water 

Management Manual and Placer County Code. The flood warning devices shall be shown on 

the improvement plans.  
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4.3.2-3e The Master Project Drainage Study shall demonstrate that the proposed development will 

not increase the 100-year floodplain water surface elevation.  

4.3.2-3f The low dam, intake structure, pump, and pipeline withdrawing water from Dry Creek shall 

be removed in its entirety, and the streambed returned to a natural condition, at the time 

irrigation of existing pasture land located within Property Group #5 of the Specific Plan area 

ceases. Upon removal of the dam, an effective combination of erosion and sediment control 

shall be implemented which may include measures such as covering exposed areas with 

mulch, temporary seeding, soil stabilizers, binders, fiber rolls or blankets, temporary 

vegetation or permanent seeding. In addition, best management practices (BMPs) shall be 

implemented during construction to reduce or eliminate sedimentation and reduce erosion in 

result of dam removal activities. BMPs may include sediment control practices such as 

filtration devices and barriers (e.g., fiber rolls, straw bale barriers, and gravel inlet filters) 

and/or settling devices (e.g., sediment traps or basins). BMPs shall be developed in 

accordance with applicable federal, state, and local agencies. Additionally, the dam removal 

shall be done in accord with all applicable federal, State and local requirements and/or 

permit conditions existing at the time of removal. Prior to removal of the structure, a 

drainage report shall be prepared demonstrating that the removal of the structure will not 

adversely increase flows downstream.  

4.3.2-11a Prior to any development pursuant to the Specific Plan within the Dry Creek Drainage Shed, 

the developer shall submit to the Placer County Department of Public Works project-specific 

drainage reports, calculations and plans addressing up-gradient and project flows within the 

Dry Creek drainage shed for review and approval. Placer County Storm Water Management 

Manual and the Placer County Code require developments to not cause adverse impacts to 

upstream or downstream properties.  

4.3.2-11b The Master Project Drainage Study and project-specific drainage reports shall design for 

conveyance of future, fully-developed, unmitigated flows from upstream development 

outside of the Specific Plan area.  

4.3.3-8a Municipal wells constructed for purposes of a backup groundwater supply for development 

under the Specific Plan shall not be constructed within 800 feet of any existing private well.  

4.3.3-8b Prior to operation of any municipal wells constructed for purposes of a backup groundwater 

supply for development under the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan, the developer/applicant 

shall construct groundwater monitoring wells to monitor the impacts of the operation of the 

municipal wells on local groundwater elevations and any groundwater contaminant 

movement. The number, location, and design of said monitoring wells shall be subject to the 

approval of PCWA.  

4.3.3-8c To address potential scenarios in which, despite best efforts to avoid well failure, any of the 

existing wells in the area fails as a result of the pumping for development under the Specific 

Plan, the owners of failed wells, upon submission of proof of such failure, shall be 

compensated through a well insurance program funded through development within the 

Specific Plan area. No small lot tentative map shall be approved until the developer, working 

with PCWA, puts in place a legal and financial mechanism for funding a Placer Vineyards 

Well Insurance Program, to be administered by PCWA, to insure against failure for up to an 

estimated replacement cost to be determined. Said Well Insurance Program shall include 

payment of a fee at the issuance of a building permit. Such fee shall be determined based on 

the number of private wells eligible for the program (existing wells within a two-mile radius 
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of each municipal well to be constructed) multiplied by the cost of a typical residential well 

construction (to be determined) and divided by the total number of equivalent dwelling units 

(edu) in the Specific Plan area. Additional components of the Well Insurance Program will be 

developed prior to approval of the first small lot tentative subdivision map.  

4.3.3-9 Prior to installation of any municipal wells for purposes of a backup groundwater supply for 

development under the Specific Plan, the County, in consultation with PCWA and CDFW, 

shall determine the appropriate separation distances between wells and nearby surface water 

bodies. In no case shall these municipal wells be constructed within 800 feet of the Dry Creek 

riparian corridor, or any other on-site area where established riparian vegetation is observed.  

4.3.3-10 Pumps required for any municipal wells for purposes of a backup groundwater supply for 

development under the Specific Plan shall be located within sound attenuating acoustical 

shelters to reduce generated noise levels below noise thresholds established by the Placer 

County General Plan Noise Element for the affected sensitive receptors.  

4.3.4-1a Prior to submission of applications for new development within the Specific Plan area, the 

precise location, and preliminary design of the regional water quality 

detention/sedimentation basins, as described in the Master Project Drainage Study shall be 

submitted to Placer County for review and approval. This plan shall also include the method 

or methods for funding the long-term maintenance of regional water quality maintenance 

measures. Finally, the plan shall also include sanctions available to enforce the 

implementation and maintenance of measures, should measures fail or not be maintained 

over time.  

4.3.4-1b Plans for construction of backbone infrastructure shall include construction of regional basins 

in sequence and location determined by the Master Project Drainage Study required by 

Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1a.  

4.3.4-1c Plans for construction of backbone infrastructure shall include SWPP plans prepared in 

conformance with the requirements of Mitigation Measure 4.5-4b.  

4.3.4-1d Prior to improvement plan approval for new development other than that for backbone 

improvements, each applicant shall include site specific plans for accomplishment of long-

term reductions in water quality impacts. The applicant shall also propose a method of 

financing the long-term maintenance of such facilities, such as a County Service Area or the 

expansion of CSA #28, in conformance with Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1a. Such plans shall 

conform to all mitigation measures set forth in this Revised Draft EIR and adopted by the 

Board of Supervisors.  

4.3.4-1e New development shall submit a site-specific BMP plan showing the on-site locations and 

effectiveness of the BMP facilities proposed for long-term water quality impact reduction 

during the Subsequent Conformity Review process and prior to improvement plan approval. 

Storm drain inlet cleaning shall occur semi-annually (at a minimum) and parking lots shall 

include the installation of oil/sand/grit separators or as otherwise approved by the Placer 

County Department of Public Works. The plan shall include a method for financing the long-

term maintenance of the proposed facilities and BMPs. The plan shall conform to the Master 

Project Drainage Study required by Mitigation Measure 4.3.4-1a and the California 

Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook for 

Construction and New Development/Redevelopment (or other similar source approved by 

the Department of Public Works). BMPs shall reflect improvements in techniques and 
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opportunities made available over time and shall also reflect site-specific limitations. The 

County shall make the final determination as to the appropriate BMPS for each project.  

4.3.4-1f Storm drainage from all new development impervious surfaces (including roadways) shall be 

collected and routed through specially designed catch basins, vaults, filters, etc. for 

entrapment of sediment, debris and oils/greases as approved by the Placer County 

Department of Public Works. Maintenance of these facilities shall be provided by the project 

owners/permittees unless and until a County Service Area is created and said facilities are 

accepted by the County for maintenance. Contractual evidence of a monthly parking lot 

sweeping and vacuuming and catch basin cleaning program shall be provided to the Placer 

County Department of Public Works upon request. Prior to improvement plan or final 

subdivision map approval, easements shall be created and offered for dedication to the 

County for maintenance and access to these facilities in anticipation of possible County 

maintenance.  

4.3.4-1g New development (including roadways) within the Specific Plan area shall design water 

quality treatment facilities (BMPs) such that the treatment of runoff occurs, at a minimum, 

before discharge into any receiving waters, or as otherwise determined by the Placer County 

Department of Public Works.  

4.3.4-2a Projects with ground disturbance exceeding one acre that are subject to construction 

stormwater quality permits of the NPDES program shall obtain such permits from the 

SRWQCB and shall provide the Placer County Department of Public Works evidence of a 

State-issued Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) number of filing of a Notice of Intent 

and fees prior to start of construction.  

4.3.4-2b During the Subsequent Conformity Review Process and prior to improvement plan approval, 

new development projects shall submit to the Placer County Department of Public Works, for 

review and approval, an erosion control plan consistent with the County’s Grading, Erosion, 

and Sediment Control Ordinance (reference pages 4-3-9 through 4-3-12). The erosion control 

plan shall indicate that proper control of siltation, sedimentation and other pollutants will be 

implemented per NPDES permit requirements and County ordinance standards. The plan 

shall address storm drainage during construction and proposed BMPs to reduce erosion and 

water quality degradation. All on-site drainage facilities shall be constructed to County 

specifications. BMPs shall be implemented throughout the construction process.  

4.3.4-2c All BMPs for water quality protection, source control, and treatment control shall be 

developed in accordance with the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater 

Best Management Practice Handbook for Construction and New 

Development/Redevelopment (or other similar source approved by the Department of Public 

Works) for the applicable type of development and/or improvement. Provisions shall be 

included for long-term maintenance of BMPs.  

4.3.4-3a New development applications shall be accompanied by a site-specific project drainage 

report that is consistent with the approved Master Project Drainage Study. The project 

drainage report shall be reviewed and approved by the Placer County Department of Public 

Works during the Subsequent Conformity Review Process and prior to improvement plan 

approval for new development. The drainage report shall be prepared by a Registered Civil 

Engineer and shall be in conformance with the Placer County Storm Water Management 

Manual and Placer County Code. The project applicant shall be financially responsible for all 

stormwater drainage facility maintenance requirements. The project drainage report shall 
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include, at a minimum, written text addressing existing conditions, the effects of project 

improvements, all appropriate calculations, a watershed map, potential increases in 

downstream flows and volumes, proposed on-site improvements, and drainage easements, if 

necessary, to accommodate flows from the site. The drainage report shall demonstrate 

compliance with all mitigation measures included in this Revised Draft EIR.  

4.3.4-3b New development shall submit a revegetation plan for disturbed swale and channel areas 

and banks to the Placer County Department of Public Works for review and approval. The 

revegetation plan shall be designed to minimize erosion potential while emphasizing use of 

native or endemic species. The plan shall include provision for regular watering between 

April 1 and October 1 to ensure continuous coverage of 95 percent of disturbed areas and 

survival of species during the first year.  

4.3.4-4 All existing groundwater wells within the Specific Plan area shall be abandoned and sealed 

in accordance with Placer County Environmental Health Division standards upon 

abandonment of use, prior to any project-related construction activity within one hundred 

feet of any affected well. Wells that will remain within the SPA or other adjoining areas that 

are within 100 feet of active development within the Specific Plan area shall, where 

landowner permission is granted, be inspected and, if found to be improperly sealed, 

properly sealed, or destroyed and replaced, in accordance with Placer County Environmental 

Health Division Standards. Seals, inspections, and well destruction and construction shall be 

at the expense of the Specific Plan area developer.  

4.3.4-7a Prior to approval of improvement plans for improvement projects of one acre or greater, the 

developer/project proponent shall submit a Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPP), 

obtain from the SWRCB a General Construction Activity Stormwater Permit under the 

NPDES and comply with all requirements of the permit to minimize pollution of stormwater 

discharges during construction activities.  

4.3.4-7b Prior to construction of any off-site infrastructure within Placer County, the project 

developer/project proponent shall submit to the Placer County Department of Public Works, 

for review and approval, an erosion control plan consistent with the County’s Grading, 

Erosion and Sediment Control Ordinance (reference pages 4-3-9 through 4- 3-12). The erosion 

control plan shall indicate that proper control of siltation, sedimentation and other pollutants 

will be implemented per NPDES permit requirements and County ordinance standards. The 

plan shall address storm drainage during construction and proposed BMPs to reduce erosion 

and water quality degradation. All on-site drainage facilities shall be constructed to Placer 

County specifications. BMPs shall be implemented throughout the construction process. The 

developer shall comply with all similar requirements within other affected jurisdictions.  

4.3.4-7c BMPs for construction shall be developed in accordance with the California Stormwater 

Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practice Handbook for Construction and 

New Development/Redevelopment (or other similar source approved by the County 

Department of Public Works.  

4.3.4-9a Install advanced treatment facilities (DCWWTP Master Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 7-2).  

4.3.4-9b Institute metals source controls/pre-treatment (DCWWTP Master Plan EIR Mitigation 

Measure 7-3).  

4.3.4-9c Install cooling towers if necessary (DCWWTP Master Plan EIR Mitigation Measure 7-4).  
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Biological Resources 

4.4-1a A Project Level Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resource Mitigation Plan for 

implementing the Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resource Mitigation 

Strategy must be approved by the County at the time of the approval of any improvement 

plans for subdivision improvements or off site infrastructure, recordation of a final map (not 

including a large lot final map that results in no disturbance of any existing natural 

condition) or issuance of any project-level discretionary approval for non-residential land 

uses that do not require a tentative subdivision map. A Project Level Open Space, 

Agricultural Land, and Biological Resource Mitigation Plan may cover a development project 

or group of projects and must include any required off-site infrastructure unless covered by a 

separate project level mitigation plan for that infrastructure improvement. A tentative map 

may have more than one Project Level Open Space, Agricultural Land, and Biological 

Resource Mitigation Plan if the development authorized by the map is intended to occur in 

phases. 

 Each Project Level Open Space, Agricultural Land, and Biological Resource Mitigation Plan 

shall include all of the following: 

1. Identification and quantification of land cover and wetland take and applicable 

mitigation requirements as required under this mitigation strategy. 

2. Identification and quantification of proposed mitigation with sufficient detail to allow for 

County evaluation, including plans for any restoration, enhancement, and/or creation of 

wetlands. 

3. Identification of any conservation or mitigation bank credits or assignment of excess 

mitigation from other projects in the Specific Plan. 

4. Draft conservation easements and draft management and monitoring plans, if applicable. 

5. Proposed funding for long term management, if applicable. 

4.4-1b Each project (including off-site infrastructure) must demonstrate compliance with an 

approved Open Space, Agricultural Land, and Biological Resource Mitigation Plan prior to 

approval of a grading permit that results in land cover or wetland take. Such compliance may 

be phased with the actual development of the project. Demonstration of compliance shall 

include: 

1. Demonstrate ownership and/or recordation of required easements for land conservation. 

2. Demonstrate ownership of applicable credits and/or assignment of any applicable excess 

mitigation from other projects in the Specific Plan. 

3. Demonstrate implementation of any required funding for long term management. 

4. Demonstrate approval of construction and monitoring plans for any required restoration, 

enhancement, or creation of wetlands. Provide proof of executed contracts and initiation 

of construction. 

5. Documentation and approval of any excess mitigation eligible for future use or 

assignment. 

4.4-1c The following criteria shall be applied in the formulation and implementation of Project 

Level Open Space, Agricultural Land, and Biological Resource Mitigation Plan with respect 
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to land cover take. This measure will not apply to the Special Planning Area (SPA) where no 

urban development is proposed. 

i. Mitigation Ratio 

For every 1.0 acres of land cover taken, 1.35 acres of land will be conserved. The take area 

shall be calculated to the nearest one-tenth (0.1) acre. The total amount of required acreage 

will be automatically reduced by any and all off-site conservation or mitigation land required 

by any permitting agency, specifically including upland areas required in association with 

wetland mitigation whether acquired through mitigation bank credits or other means. 

Because the vast majority of land targeted for conservation in the Reserve Acquisition Area 

(RAA) is suitable for agriculture and because continued agricultural use will be allowed and 

encouraged by the conservation easements required under this mitigation measure, no 

additional agricultural mitigation will be required beyond the 1.35 to 1 requirement for the 

take of land cover noted above. Likewise, the land cover mitigation criteria is such that it will 

also provide suitable foraging habitat mitigation for Swainson’s hawk and will provide 

suitable land to meet mitigation requirements for habitat loss contained in measures 4.1-3, 

4.1-14, 4.4-2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 10, 11, 12, 15, 16, 17, 18, 23, 25, 26, 27, and 30. No additional land 

mitigation will be required beyond the 1.35 to 1 requirement for take of land cover noted 

above for these impacts. 

ii. Calculation of Land Cover Take 

All land within the Specific Plan (not including the SPA area) will be included in the 

calculation of take, with the exception of land that will be maintained in or restored to a 

natural or semi-natural condition as required by the County and/or any state or federal 

permitting agency. Figure A-2 and Table A-3 show the take area and take calculation by 

property based upon the proposed land use and avoidance required for compliance with 

County standards through adoption of the Specific Plan, prior to consideration of any 

additional avoidance that may be required by a permitting agency. For purposes of this 

mitigation measure, the take acreage may only be reduced below that shown on Figure A-2 

and Table A-3 to the extent that additional avoidance is required by the County and/or any 

state or federal permitting agency. Similarly the take acreage and corresponding mitigation 

requirements will be increased to the extent that the County and the state and federal 

permitting agencies allow future development of any area not included in the take 

calculations as shown in Figure A-2 and Table A-3. 

iii. Mitigation Land Criteria 

Land conserved under this measure shall, to the fullest extent feasible, as determined by the 

County, be located within the Reserve Acquisition Area (RAA) targeted for conservation or 

restoration of the proposed PCCP (Figure A-1). 

Impacts to annual grassland, vernal pool grassland, and pasture lands cover shall be 

mitigated on existing and restorable grassland (as identified in Figure A-4). All other land 

cover impacts may be mitigated on any natural or semi-natural land within the Reserve 

Acquisition Areas “RAA,” specifically including agricultural land. Vernal pool grassland will 

be mitigated by any grassland without regard to wetted area density. Actual wetted area is 

accounted for by the separate requirement for wetland mitigation discussed below. The 

wetland mitigation described below can only be carried out if much of the grassland acquired 

to mitigate land conversion does in fact have a high density of preserved and restored vernal 
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pool habitat. Application of two measures – land area and wetland area – will jointly provide 

for conservation of wetland dependent natural communities. 

In general, the minimum area for a vernal pool conservation site is 200 acres if the site is not 

contiguous with other reserve lands. The County, at its discretion, may accept sites of less 

than 200 acres if they determine that the proposed site has key strategic value for the 

County’s overall conservation strategy or has especially high resource value that can be 

reasonably protected from edge effects. The area may consist of one or more properties. 

There is no minimum size for conservation sites that are adjacent to other reserve lands or the 

Stream System (as identified in Figure A-5). There is also no minimum size for conservation 

sites incorporating vernal pools that occur on Mehrten Formations. Mehrten vernal pools will 

only be excluded from consideration if the County determines that existing or future 

hydrologic, land use, or other characteristics threaten long-term viability. 

iv. Conservation Easement/Management Plans 

Conservation sites shall be subject to recorded conservation easements and management 

plans with an identified funding source for long term management of conserved lands. The 

conservation easements and management plans are subject to approval by the County and 

shall provide for the long term maintenance of biological functions and values while, 

whenever feasible, also providing for compatible agricultural use. The County shall accept as 

satisfactory mitigation any conservation easement and/or management plan required and 

approved by the terms and conditions of any permit issued by a state or federal resource 

agency. 

v. Use of Mitigation Bank Credits 

 Project applicants may use credits from approved conservation or mitigation banks to meet 

all or part of the conservation required by this strategy. Specifically, the uplands associated 

with any bank wetland preservation, restoration, enhancement or creation may be applied 

towards the Land Cover mitigation requirement provided that the uplands are subject to an 

appropriate conservation easement and the applicant can demonstrate that the approved 

mitigation credits include both wetland and upland land cover to the satisfaction of the 

County. 

Mitigation and conservation banks must be approved by USFWS, USACE, or CDFW. Credits 

can count toward mitigation obligations if the banks are consistent with the requirements of 

state and federal natural resource agencies, as accepted by the County. Any out of county 

bank must have a service area that extends into the Plan area. 

vi. Use of Excess Mitigation Assigned From Other Projects in Specific Plan 

It is anticipated that, depending on the availability and relative parcel size of potential 

conservation sites, some projects within the Specific Plan may provide land cover mitigation 

in excess of the acreage required by this strategy. Excess mitigation may be freely assigned by 

private agreement between projects within the Specific Plan. Such assignment will be 

documented and tracked by the County. Project applicants may apply excess mitigation 

assigned from other projects in the Specific Plan to meet all or a part of the land cover 

mitigation required by this measure provided proof of assignment can be provided to the 

satisfaction of the County. 
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vii. Out of County Mitigation 

At its sole discretion, the County may allow a limited amount of out of County mitigation 

that advances the County’s conservation goals and meets the biological intent of this 

mitigation measure. In addition, the County may accept credits from out of county 

conservation or mitigation banks towards full or partial compliance with this strategy, if the 

project is within the agency-approved service area for the credits. Such mitigation will be 

fully credited towards any mitigation required by this mitigation strategy. 

In order to receive credits towards the obligations of this Mitigation Strategy, any 

conservation outside the PCCP Plan Area, including the purchase of credits from a mitigation 

bank, must adhere to the criteria below: 

It is intended that the main part of the Reserve System will be established within the RAA. 

There are several places outside the PCCP area and/or Placer County where conservation 

management activities to improve watershed integrity would serve the mitigation strategy 

and be compatible with the PCCP. Cooperative conservation actions in these areas could also 

benefit the reserve system by expanding the resource available for a reserve, increasing 

contiguous reserve size, or improving connectivity, particularly in a high priority watershed. 

Figure A-6 depicts the location where acquisition and management of conservation could 

occur. Lands that may meet these needs are: 

 Lands along the Placer/Sutter County border, in particular, the lower portion of the Coon 

Creek and Auburn Ravine. 

 Portions of the floodplain along the Bear River that is within the Coon Creek watershed 

within Sutter County. 

 Lands contained within the levees of the Natomas East Main Drainage, Cross Canal, 

Pleasant Grove Creek Canal, and East Side Canal for conservation actions which improve 

fish passage and water quality for salmonids in Placer County. 

 Mitigation and Conservation Banks approved by the Wildlife Agencies and/or the 

USACE that contains the Plan area within the service boundary. Mitigation and 

Conservation Banks locations are not depicted on Figure A-6. 

4.4-1d The following criteria shall be applied in the formulation and implementation of Project 

Level Open Space, Agricultural Land and Biological Resource Mitigation Plan with respect to 

the take of Specific Plan Area wetlands. Applicants for projects developed under the Specific 

Plan shall obtain applicable permits from the state and federal resource agencies, as needed: 

i. Overlap with Land Cover Mitigation 

Because of their particular regulatory status and their biological importance, wetlands will be 

accounted for separately through mitigation ratios requiring preservation and/or restoration 

of a set amount of wetted area calculated as a proportion of wetland take. These wetted acres, 

along with any upland area that is conserved in association with the wetted acres, will be 

fully credited towards the required land cover mitigation. It is intended that all of the 

wetland mitigation will be counted towards land cover mitigation requirements. Likewise, all 

wetted acres contained within land cover mitigation shall be counted towards wetland 

mitigation. 
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ii. Calculation of Wetland Take 

Wetland take is calculated as all wetland area that falls in the Land Cover take area as 

defined in Mitigation Measure 4.4-1c(ii) above. 

In practice, certain wetland types are not easily distinguished and often intergrade. This 

mitigation strategy minimizes the effect of field interpretation by applying the same ratios for 

all wetland types and by allowing broad latitude for out of kind mitigation. For the purposes 

of applying mitigation requirements, the definition of vernal pool wetland habitat includes 

vernal pools and depressional areas within vernal swales, ephemeral drainages, and other 

seasonal wetlands. 

Any wetland area required to be avoided, restored, and/or enhanced on site by the County 

and/or any permitting agency is automatically excluded from the take calculation. Mitigation 

at the time of impact will be subject to a finding of baseline consistency with land cover 

conditions as of 2009/11 (based upon 2009 LIDR and 2011 air photos). If the County suspects, 

based on inconsistency with this information or other similar information utilized for the 

PCCP, that wetland area may have changed from baseline conditions, it may require that a 

baseline consistency analysis be prepared and submitted to the County for review and 

approval. The baseline consistency finding requires all of the following: 

a. Property land uses are essentially the same property land uses present in 2009/11 as 

determined by available data. 

b. There is no evidence that the property has been mass graded without proper 

authorization. 

c. The micro-topography and hydrology of the property are substantially unchanged from 

2009/11 conditions. 

d. Creeks, swales and other drainages in same location (within 100 feet). 

e. At least 70 percent of ponded water and/or other wetlands are still present on the 

property. 

f. The proportion of parcel area in a topographic depression (depressional index) has not 

been diminished by more than 20 percent from the 2009/2011 index. 

The baseline consistency finding establishes a comparison of resources. A finding of non-

consistency does not establish responsibility for changes to the land-cover type. Foreseeable 

changes such as drought, arson fire, or flood may result in non-consistency. However, if an 

apparent significant change in baseline land-cover is detected, the County will review the 

changes to determine if baseline land-cover information was inaccurate in 2009/11 or if land-

cover conditions have in fact changed significantly. If land-cover conditions have changed 

significantly, the baseline land-cover conditions will be used as the basis for determining 

these mitigation strategy requirements. If a mapping error occurred, then mitigation will be 

based on existing land cover type at the time the consistency finding was requested. 

iii. Mitigation Ratio: Preservation 

For each 1.00 acres of vernal pool take, 1.00 acres of vernal pool will be preserved. For the 

purposes of both take and mitigation under this strategy, vernal pools include seasonal 

depressional wetlands. For each 1.00 acres of take of any other wetland type, the preservation 

requirement may be met by preserving 1.00 acres of take of any wetland type without regard 
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for in-kind mitigation. The preservation requirement for open water may be met through 

preservation of 1.00 acres of open water or any wetland type for each 1.00 acres of take. The 

total amount of required wetland preservation under this strategy will be automatically 

reduced by any and all wetland preservation required by any permitting agency. For the 

purposes of calculating the amount of preservation, the take calculation shall include any 

identifiable quantity of the resource affected. 

iv. Mitigation Ratio: Compensatory Restoration, Enhancement, and Creation 

As indicated in Table 2, below, for each 1.00 acre of vernal pool take, 1.25 acres of 

compensatory wetlands will be restored, enhanced, or created including a minimum of 0.75 

acres of vernal pool and no more than 0.50 acres of other wetlands. For the purposes of both 

take and mitigation under this strategy, vernal pools include seasonal depressional wetlands. 

For each 1.00 acres of take of any other wetland type, the restoration, enhancement, and 

creation requirement may be met by restoring, enhancing, and/or creating 1.25 acres of any 

wetland type without regard for in-kind mitigation. The compensatory requirement for open 

water may be met through restoration, enhancement or creation of 1.25 acres of open water 

or any wetland type for each 1.00 acres of take. The total amount of required compensatory 

wetland restoration, enhancement, or creation under this measure will be automatically 

reduced by any and all wetland restoration, enhancement and creation required by any 

permitting agency as well as any wetland preservation required by a permitting agency 

greater than the wetland preservation amount required by this mitigation strategy. However, 

in no event shall the compensatory requirement be reduced to below 1.00 by excess 

preservation. For the purposes of calculating the amount of restoration, enhancement, or 

creation, the take calculation shall include any identifiable quantity of the resource affected. 

In some circumstances, enhancement of existing wetland habitat may add greater wetland 

function and value to the aquatic system and conserved natural communities than restoration 

of previously existing or degraded features or creation of new wetland habitat. 

At its discretion, consistent with the criteria below, the County may allow enhancement to 

apply towards the restoration requirement, provided that the enhanced features may not all 

be applied towards the preservation requirement. In limited circumstances, creation of new 

wetland features may also be appropriate and beneficial. If approved by the County and/or 

required by any permitting agency, created wetlands will apply towards the restoration 

requirement. 

v. Restoration 

Vernal pool habitat will be restored where soils and hydrologic conditions will support long-

term viability, natural topography can be reproduced, and evidence indicates the historical 

presence of vernal pools. Restoration plans will use nearby, natural, high quality pools as 

well as historical evidence as models. Restoration plans will consider the size and depth of 

pools to be constructed, hydrologic connections within complexes, depth from soil surface to 

hardpan, and upland area to pool-area ratios (USFWS 2005). 

Restoration of previously disturbed vernal pool complexes is to be based on whether 

restoration is likely to increase vernal pool density (as measured in wetted-per-total acre) 

without exceeding the density present in 1937 aerial photos or other information approved 

by USFWS and/or CDFW and without harming existing vernal pools. Additional criteria will 

include whether or not sites occur outside of the Stream System, historically supported 
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vernal pools (based on 1937 and 1938 aerial photos or other information approved by USFWS 

and/or CDFW), have hydrological conditions that ensure vernal pool complexes can be 

restored and protected in perpetuity, and have not been laser-leveled for agriculture or other 

uses. 

Clearly defined objectives will be identified for all restoration projects. Success criteria will be 

established before each restoration plan is implemented. Monitoring of restored and created 

vernal pools in Placer County indicates that future restoration in the proposed locations has a 

high potential for success. It is essential that the Mitigation Strategy require an effective 

monitoring and adoptive management program in order to ensure the success of vernal pool 

restoration, enhancement, and creation. 

 

Table 2 

Mitigation Ratios for Impacts to Wetlands: Valley and Foothills 

 

 

Preservation 

Ratio 

Restoration 

Ratio Mitigation Community Type 

Vernal Pool (1) 1:1 1.25:1 Preservation: All vernal pools 

Restoration: 0.75 minimum vernal pool, up to 

0.50 may be any wetland 

Open Water 1:1 1.25:1 Open-water or any wetland type 

Fresh emergent wetland 1:1 1.25:1 Any wetland (2) 

Other seasonal wetland Spring and seep 1:1 1.25:1 Any wetland 

    

(1) Vernal pools include seasonal depressional wetland. 

(2) California Black rail habitat must be mitigated in-kind where it occurs. 

 

vi. Enhancement 

The County will on a case-by-case basis approve enhancement actions and will consider 

whether the proposed enhancement will ameliorate the specific threats that occur on each 

site. Specific threats to vernal pool grasslands include: modification to the duration of 

inundation and hydroperiod due to changes in the hydrology of surface flows and perched 

groundwater flows; non-native vegetation (including annual grasses and noxious weeds); 

impacts from recreational use; impacts to water quality; non-native predators; and decreased 

pollination and dispersal of vernal pool species due to impacts to vernal pool uplands. 

Therefore, actions for maintaining and enhancing preserves with vernal pool grasslands may 

include: restoration of vernal pool topography; restoration of vernal pool isolation; re-

introduction of vernal pool cysts, seeds, and/or plants; restoring and enhancing vernal pool 

water quality; and invasive plant control. 

vii. Creation 

Creation is generally considered more appropriate for other wetland types than for vernal 

pools. Therefore the County will minimize the use of vernal pool creation as a strategy to 

mitigate for lost resources. Rather, conservation efforts will focus on preservation and 

enhancement of existing high quality vernal pools, with restoration serving to supplement 

preservation to protect and restore vernal pool complexes at the levels of the landscape and 
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local watershed and to mitigate for resources lost to covered activities. Creation of vernal 

pools must be approved by the appropriate resource agencies to receive credit for mitigation 

under this measure. Vernal pool creation credits from an approved mitigation bank may 

apply towards this mitigation requirement. The bank must be consistent with the 

requirements of state and federal natural resource agencies, as acceptable to the County. Any 

out of county bank must include a service area that extends into the Plan Area. 

viii. Uplands and Buffer Requirements 

Wetland preservation, restoration, enhancement, and creation shall be accompanied by the 

associated uplands and hydrology necessary to sustain long-term viability in a natural or 

restored environmental setting. To minimize edge effects from adjacent urban and suburban 

land, vernal pools should be no closer than 250 feet from existing or planned urban or 

suburban development or located such that adequate hydrology can be maintained in the 

event of future development. 

ix. Conservation Easements/Management Plans 

It is anticipated that most wetland preservation, restoration, enhancement and creation will 

be accomplished on land conserved to meet the land cover mitigation requirement and will 

be subject to the required conservation easements and management plans. However, if 

additional lands are conserved to meet the wetland mitigation requirement, the same 

requirements for conservation easements and management plans shall apply. As with the 

Land Cover Mitigation, the County shall accept as adequate mitigation any conservation 

easement and/or management plan required by a permitting agency or associated with an 

approved conservation or mitigation bank. 

x. Use of Mitigation Bank Credits 

Consistent with the requirements listed above, project applicants may use credits from 

approved conservation or mitigation banks to meet all or a part of the wetland mitigation 

required by this strategy. 

xi. Use of Excess Mitigation Assigned From Other Projects in Specific Plan 

It is anticipated that, depending on the density of wetlands on land conserved to meet the 

land cover mitigation requirement, some projects within the Specific Plan may provide 

wetland mitigation in excess of the acreage required by this strategy. Excess mitigation may 

be freely assigned by private agreement between projects within the Specific Plan. Such 

assignment will be documented and tracked by the County. Project applicants may apply 

excess mitigation assigned from other projects in the Specific Plan to meet all or part of the 

wetland mitigation required by this measure provided proof of assignment can be 

demonstrated to the satisfaction of the County. 

xii. Out of County Mitigation 

At its sole discretion, the County may allow a limited amount of out of County mitigation 

that advances the County’s conservation goals and meets the biological intent of this 

mitigation strategy. In addition, the County may accept credits from out of county 

conservation or mitigation banks towards full or partial compliance with this strategy, if the 

project is within the agency-approved service area for the credits. 



 Appendix 3.0 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 17 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Final EIS 

USACE #199900737  July 2014 

In order to receive credit towards the obligations of this mitigation strategy, any conservation 

outside the PCCP Plan Area, including the purchase of credits from a mitigation bank, must 

adhere to the criteria below: 

It is intended that the main part of the Reserve System will be established within the RAA. 

There are several places outside the PCCP area and/or Placer County where conservation 

management activities to improve watershed integrity would serve the mitigation strategy 

and be compatible with the PCCP. Cooperative conservation actions in these areas could also 

benefit the reserve system by expanding the resource available for a reserve, increasing 

contiguous reserve size, or improving connectivity, particularly in a high priority watershed. 

Figure A-6 depicts the location where acquisition and management of conservation could 

occur. Lands that may meet these needs are: 

 Lands along the Placer/Sutter County border, in particular, the lower portion of the Coon 

Creek and Auburn Ravine. 

 Portions of the floodplain along the Bear River that is within the Coon Creek watershed 

within Sutter County. 

 Lands contained within the levees of the Natomas East Main Drainage, Cross Canal, 

Pleasant Grove Creek Canal, and East Side Canal for conservation actions which improve 

fish passage and water quality for salmonids in Placer County. 

 Mitigation and Conservation Banks approved by the Wildlife Agencies and/or the 

USACE that contains the Plan area within the service boundary. Mitigation and 

Conservation Banks locations are not depicted on Figure A-6. 

4.4-2 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1. As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer 

County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may participate in the PCCP to 

mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

4.4-3 Prior to approval of grading/engineering plans for any property within the Specific Plan area, 

a focused survey for elderberry shrubs shall be conducted to determine the presence/absence 

of the shrubs. The survey shall be completed by a qualified biologist anytime throughout the 

year. If elderberry shrubs are found, locations of these occurrences shall be mapped. If these 

resources can be avoided, no further studies are required. However, if projects within the 

Plan area will likely adversely affect these shrubs, then a detailed mitigation/conservation 

plan that includes long-term strategies to ensure no net loss of VELB habitat shall be 

developed.  

The replacement of elderberry shrubs required by this measure shall be entirely included 

within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes areas 

appropriate for elderberry shrubs and VELB. As an alternative to these measures, once the 

Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may participate in the PCCP 

to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

4.4-4 Construction shall be designed to avoid impacts to potential habitat for western pond turtle, 

if feasible. If construction is required in areas of potential habitat, then a focused survey for 

this species shall be conducted prior to approval of engineering plans. The survey is required 

to determine the presence or absence of this species on the properties surveyed. If pond 

turtles are found on the properties surveyed, locations of these occurrences shall be mapped.  
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A detailed mitigation/conservation plan that provides for “no net loss” of individuals of the 

species or its habitat shall be developed upon confirming the presence of this species on the 

properties surveyed. If this species is not found on the properties surveyed, no further 

studies are necessary.  

The replacement of western pond turtle habitat required by this measure shall be entirely 

included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes 

areas appropriate for western pond turtle. As an alternative to these measures, once the 

Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may participate in the PCCP 

to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

4.4-5 When construction is proposed during the burrowing owl breeding season (April- 

September), a focused survey for burrows shall be conducted within 30 days prior to the 

beginning of construction activities by a qualified biologist in order to identify any active 

burrows. If active nests are found, no construction activities shall take place within five 

hundred feet of the nest until the young have fledged. Burrows that must be removed as a 

result of Specific Plan implementation shall be removed during the non-breeding season 

(October to March). If no active nests are found during the focused survey, no further 

mitigation will be required.  

If burrows are removed as a result of implementation and there is suitable habitat on-site, on-

site passive relocation shall be required. Owls will be encouraged to move from occupied 

burrows to alternate natural or artificial burrows that are beyond 50 meters from the impact 

zone and that are within or contiguous to a minimum of 6.5 acres of foraging habitat for each 

pair of relocated owls. Relocation of owls should only be implemented during the non-

breeding season. On-site habitat shall be preserved in a conservation easement and managed 

to promote burrowing owl use of the site.  

If there is not suitable habitat on-site, off-site passive relocation shall be required. Off-site 

habitat must provide suitable burrowing owl habitat. Land shall be purchased and/or placed 

in a conservation easement in perpetuity and managed to maintain suitable habitat. Off-site 

mitigation shall use one of the following ratios:  

1. Replacement of occupied habitat with occupied habitat: 1.5 times 6.6 (9.75) acres per pair 

or single bird.  

2. Replacement of occupied habitat with habitat contiguous to currently occupied habitat: 2 

times 6.5 (13.0) acres per pair or single bird.  

3. Replacement of occupied habitat with suitable unoccupied habitat: 3 times 6.5 (19.5) acres 

per pair or single bird.  

The replacement of burrowing owl habitat required by this measure could be partially or 

entirely included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area 

includes areas appropriate for burrowing owl.  

4.4-6 Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat shall be mitigated through implementation of Mitigation 

Measure 4.4-1. Additionally, the applicant shall be required to obtain a CESA take permit for 

any active nest tree that may be removed as part of any proposed construction under the 

Specific Plan. Additional mitigation measures for the loss of active nest trees shall include the 

planting of suitable nest trees at a 15:1 ratio on suitable foraging habitat areas within west 

Placer County. 
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 The replacement of Swainson’s hawk foraging habitat required by this measure shall be 

entirely included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1. As an alternative to this measure, once the 

Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may participate in the PCCP 

to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP.  

4.4-7 If construction activities are proposed during the tricolored blackbird breeding season (May 

to August), a focused survey for nesting colonies shall be conducted within 30 days prior to 

the beginning of construction activities by a qualified biologist in order to identify active 

nests within the construction area. If active nests are found, no construction activities shall 

take place within five hundred feet of the nesting colony until the young have fledged. 

Vegetation that must be removed as a result of construction shall be removed during the non-

breeding season (September to April). If no active nests are found during the focused survey, 

no further mitigation will be required.  

This measure would ensure that tricolored blackbird nests are avoided when active, so that 

eggs and young would be protected. Once the blackbirds have fledged their nests, the nests 

can be removed without harm to the birds. As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer 

County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may participate in the PCCP to 

mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

4.4-8 When construction is proposed during the raptor breeding season (March to early 

September), a focused survey for raptor nests shall be conducted within 30 days prior to the 

beginning of construction activities by a qualified biologist in order to identify active nests 

on-site. If active nests are found, no construction activities shall take place within five 

hundred feet of the nest until the young have fledged. Trees containing nests shall be 

removed during the non-breeding season (late September to March). If no active nests are 

found during the focused survey, no further mitigation will be required. This measure will 

ensure that active nests are not moved or substantially disturbed during the breeding season, 

so that raptor eggs and young are not destroyed or abandoned as a result of construction. As 

an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project 

applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the 

PCCP. 

4.4-9 Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall survey any affected structures for evidence of 

bat roosts (e.g., bat guano). If roosts are found, they shall be removed in April, September, or 

October in order to avoid the hibernation and maternity seasons. Appropriate exclusion 

methods will be used, as needed, during habitat removal.  

The initial assessment will involve looking for bats or bat signs such as guano, urine staining, 

and culled food parts, and will identify those specific locations that represent potential 

habitat (i.e., which specific buildings, trees, bridges could support roosting bats). If no 

potential habitat is identified or no potential habitat will be affected (i.e., removed), no 

further measures are required.  

Bat habitat can be removed with minimal impact to the resident bat population if it is done 

outside of the hibernation season (November through March) and outside of the maternity 

season (May through August). During the removal period, a roost exit survey shall be 

conducted prior to habitat removal. If bats are detected, standard humane exclusion methods 

shall be implemented (e.g., placing plastic over roost entrance areas such that bats can exit 

the roost but not return). Exclusion shall be conducted for two nights prior to habitat removal 

and habitat removal shall occur immediately following implementation of these exclusion 
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measures. If there is a delay, then the exclusion measures shall be repeated. During the 

maternity season (May through August), habitat removal may occur following a roost exit 

survey that confirms no bats are present; however, if bats are detected they may not be 

excluded until the end of the maternity season. During the hibernation season (November 

through March), bats do not exit the roost, so exit surveys cannot be used to assess presence 

and removal shall be delayed to the end of this time period.  

If bats must be excluded, the project proponent shall work with a qualified biologist to 

determine if any additional steps (such as installation of alternative roost habitat in the form 

of bat boxes) are appropriate for the particular habitat. Determination of these additional 

measures will depend on the species present and their specific ecological 

preferences/requirements. Other steps could include improvement of other avoided bat 

habitat or design of new project elements such as bridges to be “bat-friendly.” As an 

alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project 

applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the 

PCCP. 

4.4-10a For each oak tree greater than six inches DBH that is removed, one 15-gallon planting, one 

depot-40 seedling for each inch removed and three 1-gallon shrubs will be planted. De 

minimus impacts to area containing oak trees, not including actual tree removal, associated 

with passive trail use shall not be considered an impact requiring mitigation. 

The replacement of oak trees required by this measure shall be entirely included within 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes areas appropriate for 

such habitat. 

As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered 

in the PCCP. 

4.4-10b Trees that are not planned for removal shall be preserved and protected. These oak trees shall 

be preserved and avoided by implementation of the following measures:  

 Trees that are not proposed for removal and that are within two hundred feet of grading 

activities shall be protectively fenced five feet beyond the dripline and root zone of each 

oak tree (as determined by a certified arborist). This fence, which is meant to prevent 

activities that result in soil compaction beneath the canopies or over the root zone, shall 

be maintained until all construction activities are completed. No vehicles, construction 

equipment, mobile offices, or materials shall be placed within this fenced area.  

 Grade changes shall be minimized to the extent feasible within or adjacent to the drip 

line of existing trees. No soil surface removal greater than one foot in depth shall occur 

within the drip lines of oak trees to be preserved. No cuts shall occur within five feet of 

their trunks. No earthen fill greater than one foot deep shall be placed within the drip 

lines of preserved oak trees, or within five feet of their trunks.  

 Paving shall not be placed in the drip lines of oak trees to be preserved.  

 Underground utility line trenching shall be not be placed within the drip lines of oak 

trees to be preserved. If it is absolutely necessary to install underground utilities within 

the drip lines of oak trees, the trench shall either be bored or drilled, but not within five 

feet of the trunk.  
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 For trees that will be removed, the project applicant shall submit a tree survey map of 

oaks to be removed or disturbed during project construction. Within these impact areas, 

an inventory of the location, number and health of oaks shall be prepared by a certified 

arborist. A certified arborist shall also prepare a monitoring and management plan for 

each project disturbing or removing oak trees. The plan shall address planting 

techniques, proposed mitigation sites, monitoring requirements, management 

recommendations, and minimization and avoidance measures.  

 Annual monitoring shall be included to ensure that an 80 percent survival rate is 

achieved over a five-year period. During monitoring, the following information shall be 

evaluated: average tree height, percent canopy cover, and percent survival. An oak tree 

mitigation and monitoring plan shall be submitted that includes a description of 

irrigation methods that will be used to ensure that saplings survive the first several years 

of growth. During the revegetation process, tree survival shall be maximized by using 

gopher cages, deer screens, regular maintenance, and replanting as needed. Monitoring 

reports shall be submitted to Placer County on an annual basis.  

As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered 

in the PCCP. 

4.4-11a Since all potential jurisdictional waters of the U.S. will not be avoided in the Specific Plan 

design, the wetland delineation shall be finalized and the results shall be mapped and 

submitted to the Corps for verification through the section 404 permit process. Completion of 

the delineation will ensure precise acreage of various wetland types occurring in within 

properties surveyed. 

4.4-11b Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as it pertains to non-vernal pool wetlands. For every 

acre of non-vernal pool wetland (jurisdictional or non-jurisdictional) lost directly to 

development, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 requires replacement, re-creation, or restoration of 

the appropriate amount of acreage necessary to meet the no net loss standard. Assuming that 

the project will result in the direct loss of 29.7 acres of non-vernal pool complex habitat-type 

wetlands, Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 would require the preservation and/or replacement, re-

creation or restoration of similar wetlands. Mitigation acreage amounts are reflected in Table 

4.4-12 based on typical mitigation bank ratios. The total required acreage shall be determined 

by the County.  

Additional steps shall be taken for properties that require more detailed resource 

identification prior to development, including: wetlands delineated and submitted to the 

USACE, habitat types mapped, and special-status species determined to be or potentially be 

within the Specific Plan area with protocol surveys conducted if required to the extent that 

development is proposed on these properties that may be subject to 404 permit and FESA 

requirements.  

4.4-12a Prior to the issuance of a grading permit, a Streambed Alteration Agreement shall be 

obtained from CDFW, pursuant to Section 1600 et seq. of the California Fish and Game Code, 

for each stream crossing and any other activities affecting the bed, bank, or associated 

riparian vegetation of the stream. If required, the project applicant shall coordinate with 

CDFW in developing appropriate mitigation, and shall abide by the conditions of any 

executed agreements. All stream crossings shall be performed using a “jack and bore” 

construction technique, unless otherwise specified by CDFW. Streambed Alteration 
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Agreement measures to protect the channel bank of a stream from erosion and related effects 

of construction shall be included in all related construction contracts. As an alternative to this 

measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may 

participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

4.4-12b For each riparian tree removed, one 15-gallon tree, one depot-40 seedling for each inch, and 

three one-gallon shrubs will be planted within existing riparian or improved drainage 

corridors in the Specific Plan Area. The replacement ratios exceed 1:1 in order to ensure that 

over the long-term the value of new riparian habitat equals or exceeds the value of the habitat 

that was lost. The replacement of riparian trees required by this measure shall be entirely 

included within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes 

areas appropriate for such habitat. 

 As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered 

in the PCCP. 

4.4-13 If construction activities are proposed during the Loggerhead shrike breeding season (March 

to July), a focused survey for nesting pairs shall be conducted within 30 days prior to the 

beginning of construction activities by a qualified biologist in order to identify active nests 

within the construction area. If active nests are found, no construction activities shall take 

place within five hundred feet of the nesting colony until the young have fledged. Vegetation 

that must be removed as a result of construction shall be removed during the non-breeding 

season (March to July). If no active nests are found during the focused survey, no further 

mitigation will be required.  

This measure would ensure that Loggerhead shrike nests are avoided when active, so that 

eggs and young would be protected. Once the birds have fledged, their nests can be removed 

without harm to the birds. As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County 

Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate 

affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

4.4-15 Installation of infrastructure within off-site infrastructure areas shall be designed to avoid 

impacts to potential special-status plant species habitat, if feasible. If special-status plant 

habitat cannot be avoided, then a mitigation/conservation plan shall be prepared and 

implemented. The plan shall include measures to ensure “no net loss” of special-status plant 

species habitat.  

If installation of infrastructure is required in areas of potential habitat, then a focused rare 

plant survey for these species shall be conducted prior to approval of grading/engineering 

plans. The survey is required to determine the presence or absence of these species in these 

areas. The survey shall be completed by a qualified botanist during the appropriate peak 

blooming period for these species. If special-status plants are found, locations of these 

occurrences shall be mapped. A detailed mitigation/conservation plan that includes long-

term strategies for the conservation of the species shall be developed upon confirming the 

presence of these species. The plan shall provide for preservation and restoration at ratios 

that would ensure “no net loss” of the affected plant habitat. If these species are not found, 

no further studies will be necessary.  
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The mitigation acreage required by this measure could be partially or entirely included 

within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes vernal pools 

that provide equal or greater habitat value for the affected special-status species plants.  

Avoidance and/or loss of habitat for special-status plants outside of Placer County would be 

regulated by the USACE, CDFW, Sutter County, Sacramento County, and/or the City of 

Roseville, depending on the location of such plants and whether they are federal or state 

listed species. These jurisdictions can and should implement similar measures to ensure “no 

net loss” of special-status plant habitat.  

As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered 

in the PCCP. 

4.4-16 Installation of off-site infrastructure shall be designed to avoid vernal pools, if feasible. If 

pools will be filled or degraded by off-site infrastructure areas, implement Mitigation 

Measure 4.4-2.  

The mitigation acreage required by this measure shall be entirely included within Mitigation 

Measure 4.4-1.  

Avoidance and/or fill of vernal pools outside of Placer County will be regulated by the 

USACE, Sutter County, Sacramento County, and/or the City of Roseville, depending on the 

location and type of vernal pools that would be affected. Federal policy (for jurisdictional 

wetlands), Sacramento County policy and Sutter County policy all call for “no net loss” of 

wetlands. These jurisdictions can and should implement measures similar to those provided 

in Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 to ensure “no net loss” of vernal pools.  

As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered 

in the PCCP. 

4.4-17 Prior to approval of grading/engineering plans, a focused survey for elderberry shrubs shall 

be conducted to determine the presence/absence of the shrubs. The survey shall be completed 

by a qualified biologist anytime throughout the year. If elderberry shrubs are found, 

locations of these occurrences shall be mapped. If these resources can be avoided, no further 

studies are required. However, if projects within the off-site infrastructure areas will likely 

adversely affect these shrubs, then a detailed mitigation/conservation plan that includes long-

term strategies to ensure “no net loss” of VELB habitat shall be developed.  

The replacement of elderberry shrubs required by this measure shall be entirely included 

within Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes areas 

appropriate for elderberry shrubs and VELB.  

This measure would ensure “no net loss” of VELB habitat within Placer County. If elderberry 

shrubs are present in off-site infrastructure areas in Sutter County, Sacramento County, 

and/or the City of Roseville, these jurisdictions could also require measures to ensure “no net 

loss” of VELB habitat.  

As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered 

in the PCCP. 
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4.4-18 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-4, which requires that construction be designed to avoid 

impacts to potential habitat for western pond turtle, if feasible. If installation is required in 

areas of potential habitat, then a focused survey for this species shall be conducted prior to 

approval of engineering plans. The survey is required to determine the presence or absence 

of this species in the off-site infrastructure areas. If pond turtles are found in the off-site 

infrastructure areas, locations of these occurrences shall be mapped.  

A detailed mitigation/conservation plan that provides for “no net loss” of individuals of the 

species or its habitat shall be developed upon confirming the presence of this species in the 

off-site infrastructure areas. If this species is not found in the off-site infrastructure areas, no 

further studies are necessary.  

The replacement of western pond turtle habitat, if necessary, shall be entirely included within 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes areas appropriate for 

western pond turtle. If western pond turtle is present in off-site infrastructure areas in Sutter 

County, Sacramento County, and/or the City of Roseville, these jurisdictions could also 

require measures to ensure “no net loss” of its habitat.  

As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered 

in the PCCP. 

4.4-19 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-5, which requires nesting surveys prior to construction, so 

if burrowing owls establish nests in the off-site infrastructure areas, they would be detected. 

This measure also prohibits construction activities within five hundred feet of a nest, so that 

nesting owls would not be disturbed. Once the young have fledged, the nests can be 

removed, because the owls would then establish nests in a new area. Therefore, with 

implementation of this measure, the impact on nesting burrowing owls would be less than 

significant. Similar measures could be implemented by Sutter County, Sacramento County, 

and/or the City of Roseville, if needed, to protect nesting burrowing owls.  

As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered 

in the PCCP. 

4.4-21 If installation of infrastructure is proposed in areas where identified non-raptor special status 

bird species may occur, a focused survey for non-raptor special-status bird nests and/or 

nesting colonies shall be conducted by a qualified biologist within 30 days prior to the 

beginning of construction activities by a qualified biologist in order to identify nests within 

the construction area. If active nests and/or nesting colonies are found, no construction 

activities shall take place within five hundred feet of the nest and/or nesting colony until the 

young have fledged and the biologist has consulted with the CDFW, particularly with respect 

to vegetation removal as a result of installation of project infrastructure. If no active nests are 

found during the focused survey, no further mitigation will be required. This measure would 

ensure that bird nests are avoided when active, so that eggs and young would be protected. 

Once the birds have left their nests, the nests can be removed without harm to the birds. 

Similar measures could be implemented by Sutter County, Sacramento County, and/or the 

City of Roseville, if needed, to protect nesting non-raptor special status bird species.  



 Appendix 3.0 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 25 Placer Vineyards Specific Plan Final EIS 

USACE #199900737  July 2014 

As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered 

in the PCCP. 

4.4-22 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-8, which requires nesting surveys prior to construction, so 

if raptor nests are present in the off-site infrastructure areas, they will be detected. This 

measure also prohibits construction activities within five hundred feet of a nest, so that 

nesting raptors will not be disturbed. Once the young have fledged, the nests can be 

removed, because the raptors would then establish nests in a new area. Therefore, with 

implementation of this measure, the impact on nesting raptors would be less than significant. 

Similar measures could be implemented by Sutter County, Sacramento County and/or the 

City of Roseville, if needed, to protect nesting raptors. As an alternative to this measure, once 

the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may participate in the 

PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

4.4-23 Installation of off-site infrastructure shall be designed to avoid impacts to potential habitat 

for California horned lizard, if feasible. If installation is required in areas of potential habitat, 

a focused survey for this species shall be conducted prior to approval of engineering plans. 

The survey is required to determine the presence or absence of this species in the off-site 

infrastructure areas. If horned lizards are found in the off-site infrastructure areas, locations 

of these occurrences shall be mapped.  

A detailed mitigation/conservation plan that provides for “no net loss” of individuals of the 

species or its habitat shall be developed upon confirming the presence of this species in the 

off-site infrastructure areas. If this species is not found in the off-site infrastructure areas, no 

further studies are necessary.  

This measure would protect the California horned lizard, if present, from harm. Surveys of 

proposed impact areas shall be conducted during the active season for the lizard (generally 

April to October). During the spring, lizards are typically active during midday. During 

summer, activity transitions to morning and late afternoon.  

The replacement of habitat, if necessary, shall be entirely included within Mitigation Measure 

4.4-1, to the extent that the mitigation area includes areas appropriate for the affected habitat. 

If California horned lizard is present in off-site infrastructure areas in Sutter County, 

Sacramento County and/or the City of Roseville, these jurisdictions could also require 

measures to ensure “no net loss” of its habitat.  

As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered 

in the PCCP. 

4.4-24 Prior to construction, a qualified biologist shall survey any affected structures for evidence of 

bat roosts (e.g., bat guano). If roosts are found, they shall be removed in April, September or 

October in order to avoid the hibernation and maternity seasons. Appropriate exclusion 

methods will be used, as needed, during habitat removal.  

The initial assessment will involve looking for bats or bat sign such as guano, urine staining, 

and culled food parts and will identify those specific locations that represent potential habitat 

(e.g., which specific buildings, trees, bridges could support roosting bats). If no potential 

habitat is identified or no potential habitat will be impacted (i.e., removed), no further 

measures are required.  
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Bat habitat can be removed with minimal impact to the resident bat population if it is done 

outside of the hibernation season (November through March) and outside of the maternity 

season (May through August). During the removal period, a roost exit survey shall be 

conducted prior to habitat removal. If bats are detected, standard humane exclusion methods 

shall be implemented (e.g., placing plastic over roost entrance areas such that bats can exit 

the roost but not return). Exclusion shall be conducted for two nights prior to habitat removal 

and habitat removal shall occur immediately following implementation of these exclusion 

measures. If there is a delay, then the exclusion measures shall be repeated. During the 

maternity season (May through August), habitat removal may occur following a roost exit 

survey that confirms no bats are present; however, if bats are detected they may not be 

excluded until the end of the maternity season. During the hibernation season (November 

through March), bats do not exit the roost, so exit surveys cannot be used to assess presence 

and removal shall be delayed to the end of this time period.  

If bats must be excluded, the project proponent shall work with a qualified biologist to 

determine if any additional steps (such as installation of alternative roost habitat in the form 

of bat boxes) are appropriate for the particular habitat. Determination of these additional 

measures will depend on the species present and their specific ecological 

preferences/requirements. Other steps could include improvement of other avoided bat 

habitat or design of new project elements such as bridges to be “bat-friendly.” Similar 

measures to those described in this mitigation measure could be used by Sutter County, 

Sacramento County, and/or the City of Roseville.  

As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered 

in the PCCP. 

4.4-25 Implement Mitigation Measures 4.4-10a and 4.4-10b. The applicant is to provide a tree survey 

map of all trees that would be removed or disturbed during construction of the off-site 

infrastructure areas. These trees shall be replaced as specified in Mitigation Measure 4.4-1. 

Replacement trees shall be monitored annually to ensure that the new oaks and oak 

woodland are successful. Mitigation Measure 4.4-10b specifies measures to be taken to 

protect remaining trees from damage during construction. Similar measures could be 

implemented by Sutter County, Sacramento County, and/or the City of Roseville, if needed to 

protect oak woodland and individual trees.  

As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered 

in the PCCP. 

4.4-26 Infrastructure installations shall be redesigned to avoid impacts to wetlands, and other 

waters of the U.S., if feasible. If wetlands cannot be feasibly avoided, implement Mitigation 

Measures 4.4-1 Successful restoration of vernal pools and other wetlands under Mitigation 

Measures 4.4-1 would result in more wetland acreage than would be lost to development. 

Sutter County, Sacramento County and/or the City of Roseville could require similar 

measures to ensure “no net loss” of wetlands.  

The mitigation acreage required by these measures shall be entirely included within 

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1. As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County 

Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate 

affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 
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4.4-27 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-12, which requires a Streambed Alteration Agreement 

from CDFW whenever a road (bridge) or utility line would be constructed across a stream. 

The Agreement would include measures to protect the channel and bank of a stream from 

erosion and related effects of construction. The measure also requires that Mitigation 

Measure 4.4-1 be implemented as it pertains to riparian habitat. New trees and shrubs would 

be planted to replace those removed for development. The replacement ratios would exceed 

1:1 in order to ensure that over the long-term the value of new riparian habitat equals or 

exceeds the value of the habitat that was lost. Any stream crossings proposed in Sutter 

County, Sacramento County, and/or the City of Roseville would also likely be required to 

obtain a Streambed Alteration Agreement.  

As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered 

in the PCCP. 

4.4-28 All construction activity involving disturbance of habitat, shall be restricted to the period 

between May 1 and September 30. This is the active period for Giant Garter snake and direct 

mortality is lessened, because snakes are expected to actively move and avoid danger.  

24-hours prior to construction activities, the project area shall be surveyed for Giant Garter 

snake. Survey of the project area shall be repeated if a lapse in construction activity of two 

weeks or greater has occurred. If a snake is encountered during construction, activities shall 

cease until appropriate corrective measures have been completed or it has been determined 

that the snake will not be harmed. Any incidental take and any sightings shall be reported to 

the USFWS immediately.  

Movement of heavy equipment shall be confined to existing roadways to minimize habitat 

disturbance.  

Construction personnel shall (to the extent practical) receive USFWS-approved worker 

environmental awareness training. This training instructs workers to recognize Giant Garter 

snakes and their habitat(s), and what to do if a Giant Garter snake is encountered during 

construction activities.  

No plastic, monofilament, jute, or similar erosion control matting that could entangle snakes 

will be placed on a project site when working within 200 feet of snake aquatic or rice habitat. 

Substitutions include coconut coir matting, tactified hydroseeding compounds, or other 

material approved by the Wildlife Agencies.  

Between April 15 and September 30, all irrigation ditches, canals, or other aquatic habitat 

shall be completely dewatered, with no puddle water remaining, for at least 15 consecutive 

days prior to the excavation or filling in of the dewatered habitat. Make sure dewatered 

habitat does not continue to support Giant Garter snake prey, which could detain or attract 

snakes into the area. If a site cannot be completely dewatered, netting and salvage of prey 

items may be necessary.  

Confine clearing to the minimal area necessary to facilitate construction activities. Flag and 

designate avoided Giant Garter snake habitat within or adjacent to the project as 

Environmentally Sensitive Areas. This area shall be avoided by all construction personnel.  

If a live Giant Garter snake is found during construction activities, immediately notify the 

USFWS and the project’s manager. The manager shall do the following:  
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 Stop construction in the vicinity of the snake. Monitor the snake and allow the snake to 

leave on its own. A monitor shall remain in the area for the remainder of the work day to 

make sure the snake is not harmed or if it leaves the site, does not return. Escape routes 

for Giant Garter snake should be determined in advance of construction and snakes 

should always be allowed to leave on their own. If a Giant Garter snake does not leave on 

its own within one working day, further consultation with USFWS is required.  

Fill or construction debris may be used by Giant Garter snake as an over-wintering site. 

Therefore, upon completion of construction activities, remove any temporary fill and 

construction debris. If this material is situated near undisturbed Giant Garter snake habitat 

and it is to be removed between October 1 and April 30, it shall be inspected by a qualified 

biologist to assure that Giant Garter snake are not using it as hibernaculae. Wherever feasible, 

restore disturbed areas to pre-project conditions. Restoration work may include such 

activities as replanting species removed.  

As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered 

in the PCCP. 

4.4-29 If installation of infrastructure is proposed during the Loggerhead shrike breeding season 

(March to July), a focused survey for nesting pairs shall be conducted within 30 days prior to 

the beginning of construction activities by a qualified biologist in order to identify active 

nests within the construction area. If active nests are found, no construction activities shall 

take place within five hundred feet of the nesting colony until the young have fledged. 

Vegetation that must be removed as a result of installation shall be removed during the non-

breeding season (March to July). If no active nests are found during the focused survey, no 

further mitigation will be required.  

This measure would ensure that Loggerhead shrike nests are avoided when active, so that 

eggs and young would be protected. Once the birds have left their nests, the nests can be 

removed without harm to the birds. Similar measures could be implemented by Sutter 

County, Sacramento County, and/or the City of Roseville, if needed, to protect nesting 

tricolored blackbirds.  

As an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, 

project applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered 

in the PCCP. 

4.4-30a Implement Mitigation Measures 4.4-12a and 4.4-12b. As an alternative to this measure, once 

the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may participate in the 

PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

4.4-30b A qualified fish biologist shall be present on-site during any dewatering activities at 

construction sites to minimize impacts to special-status species (i.e., prevent stranding of 

special-status species). Individual fish collected during dewatering shall be identified and 

released in an uninterrupted waterway adjacent to the area of disturbance. As an alternative 

to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project applicants may 

participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the PCCP. 

4.4-30c Chinook salmon and steelhead resources shall be protected from potential construction-

related activities by adherence to a construction window, whereby construction activities 

would be precluded from October 15 through June 15. This window corresponds to the time 
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when both adult and juvenile Chinook salmon and steelhead are expected to migrate through 

the area. Further measures to protect salmon resources include use of Best Management 

Practices (BMPs) to minimize and localize siltation and other water quality impacts and to 

provide for riparian restoration activities. Such BMPs may include the use of cofferdams and 

other structures during dewatering and construction activities. Water quality monitoring 

shall also be performed to ensure that state and federal water quality standards are met. As 

an alternative to this measure, once the Placer County Conservation Plan is adopted, project 

applicants may participate in the PCCP to mitigate affected resources impacts covered in the 

PCCP. 

4.4-59 Implementation of the following measure would substantially lessen the severity of the 

Specific Plan contribution to the cumulative loss of open space, but not to a less than 

significant level. Therefore, the impact would remain significant and unavoidable, and the 

project’s incremental contribution to this impact would itself be cumulatively considerable 

(i.e. significant). Implement Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 as well as Mitigation Measures 4.4-2, 

4.4-3, 4.4-4, 4.4-5, 4.4-6, 4.4-9, 4.4-10a, 4.4-11a, 4.4-12b, 4.4-15, 4.4-16, 4.4-17, 4.4-18, 4.4-23, 4.4-

24, 4.4-25, 4.4-26, and 4.4-27.  

Mitigation Measure 4.4-1 would reduce the magnitude of the Specific Plan contribution to the 

cumulative loss of biological habitat by requiring the off-site preservation of open space at a 

ratio of 1:1.35, most of which is likely to provide a mosaic of habitats similar to the Specific 

Plan area. The other measures identified above would further protect special-status plant and 

wildlife from harm by requiring appropriate habitat and/or nesting surveys, avoidance of 

habitat and/or nests, and compensation for loss of habitat. While individual members of 

special-status species would be protected from harm, and required off-site open space would 

not be developed, there would still be a net loss in land available for plant and wildlife 

habitat as a result of the Specific Plan. Therefore, this mitigation would reduce, but would 

not fully offset, the project’s incremental contribution to the significant cumulative loss of 

biological habitat.  

Geology, Soils, Minerals, and Paleontological Resources  

4.5-1a New development within the Specific Plan area shall submit a geotechnical report prepared 

by a California Registered Civil or Geotechnical Engineer to the Department of Public Works 

for review prior to improvement plans approval. The report shall meet all relevant 

requirements of the most recently adopted version of the Uniform Building Code and make 

recommendations on the following:  

 Road, pavement, and parking area design,  

 Structural foundations, including retaining wall design (if applicable),  

 Grading practices,  

 Erosion/winterization,  

 Special problems discovered on-site (i.e., groundwater, corrosiveness, expansive/unstable 

soils), and  

 Slope stability.  

If the geotechnical report indicates the presence of critically expansive or other soils problems 

which, if not corrected, would lead to structural defects, a certification of completion of the 
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requirements of the report will be required for subdivisions and other entitlements, prior to 

issuance of building permits. The certification may be completed on a lot-by-lot basis, tract 

basis, or other defined project basis. This shall also be noted in the covenants, conditions and 

restrictions and on the information sheet filed with the final subdivision map(s). It shall be 

the responsibility of the developer to provide for engineering inspection and certification that 

earthwork has been performed in conformity with recommendations contained in the report.   

4.5-1b For non-pad graded lots, prior to approval of improvement plans, a soil investigation of each 

lot in the subdivision produced by a California Registered Civil or Geotechnical Engineer 

shall be submitted to the Department of Public Works for review and approval (Sections 

17953-17955 of the California Government Code). For pad-graded lots, prior to final 

acceptance of project improvements or consideration of early building permits, and after 

completion of pad grading for all lots, a soil investigation of each lot produced by a 

California Registered Civil or Geotechnical Engineer shall be submitted to the Department of 

Public Works for review and approval (Sections 17953-17955 of the Government Code).  

The soil investigations shall include recommended corrective action to prevent structural 

damage to each proposed dwelling. In addition, any soil problems encountered on each 

specific lot, as well as the recommended corrective actions, shall be included in a 

Development Notebook.  

4.5-4a New development within the Specific Plan area shall prepare and submit to the Department 

of Public Works a preliminary grading and erosion control (winterization)/ground instability 

plan prepared by a California Registered Civil Engineer. Erosion and ground instability 

mitigation measures shall include conformance to the Uniform Building Code and Placer 

County grading ordinances. The preliminary grading plan shall include methods to control 

soil erosion and ground instability.  

4.5-4b A Notice of Intent (NOI) and supporting documents shall be submitted to the State Water 

Resources Control Board (SWRCB). A Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan (SWPPP) shall 

be prepared for inclusion with the construction plans and for regulation of construction 

activities. The SWPPP shall include Best Management Practices (BMPs) which address source 

reduction and sediment capture and retention. BMPs shall be developed in accordance with 

the California Stormwater Quality Association Stormwater Best Management Practices 

Handbook for Construction and New Development/Redevelopment (or other similar source).  

Uncemented silty soils are prone to erosion. According to requirements, as set forth in 

Section 402 (p) of the Clean Water Act as amended in 1987, and as administered by the 

SWRCB, erosion control measures (appropriate Best Management Practices) shall be 

implemented during construction which conform to the National Pollutant Discharge 

Elimination System, Storm Drain Standards, and local standards, consistent with Best 

Management Practices contained in the California Stormwater Quality Association 

Stormwater Best Management Practices Handbook for Construction and New 

Development/Redevelopment (or other similar source).  

4.5-4c The applicant shall prepare and submit improvement plans, specifications and cost estimates 

(per the requirements of Section II of the Land Development Manual [LDM] that are in effect 

at the time of submittal) to the Department of Public Works for review and approval for each 

new development phase within the Specific Plan. The plans shall show all conditions for each 

phase, as well as pertinent topographical features both on/and off-site. All existing and 

proposed utilities and easements, on-site and adjacent to the project, that could be affected by 
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planned construction, shall be shown in the plans. All landscaping and irrigation facilities 

within sight distance areas at intersections shall be included in the improvement plans. The 

applicant shall pay plan check and inspection fees. The cost of the above-noted landscape 

and irrigation facilities shall be included in the estimates used to determine these fees. It shall 

be the applicant’s responsibility to obtain all required agency signatures on the plans and to 

secure department approvals. If the Design/Site Review process and/or Design Review 

Committee review is required as a condition of approval for the project, said review process 

shall be completed prior to submittal of improvement plans. Record drawings shall be 

prepared and signed by a California Registered Civil Engineer at the applicant’s expense and 

shall be submitted to the Department of Public Works prior to acceptance by the County of 

site improvements.  

4.5-4d All proposed grading, drainage improvements, and vegetation and tree removal shall be 

shown on the improvement plans and all work shall conform to provisions if the Placer 

County Grading Ordinance (Ref. Article 15.48, formerly Chapter 29, Placer County Code) 

that are in effect at the time of submittal. No grading, clearing, or tree disturbance shall occur 

until the improvement plans are approved and all temporary construction fencing has been 

installed and inspected by a member of the Design Review Committee. All cut/fill slopes 

shall be at 2:1 (horizontal:/vertical) unless a soils report supports a steeper slope and the 

Department of Public Works concurs with said recommendation.  

The applicant shall revegetate all disturbed areas. Revegetation undertaken from April 1 to 

October 1 shall include regular watering to ensure adequate growth. A winterization plan 

shall be provided with project improvement plans. It is the applicant’s responsibility to 

assure proper installation and maintenance of erosion control/winterization during project 

construction. Where soil stockpiling or borrow areas are to remain for more than one 

construction season, proper erosion control measures shall be applied as specified in the 

improvement plans/grading plans. Erosion control shall be provided where roadside 

drainage is off of the pavement, to the satisfaction of the Department of Public Works.  

A letter of credit or cash deposit shall be submitted to the Department of Public Works in the 

amount of 110 percent of an approved engineer’s estimate for winterization and permanent 

erosion control work prior to improvement plan approval to guarantee protection against 

erosion and improper grading practices. Upon the County’s acceptance of improvements, 

and satisfactory completion of a one-year maintenance period, unused portions of said 

deposit shall be refunded to the project applicant or authorized agent.  

If, at any time during construction, a field review by County personnel indicates a significant 

deviation from the proposed grading shown on the improvement plans, specifically with 

regard to slope heights, slope ratios, erosion control, winterization, tree disturbance, and/or 

pad elevations and configurations, the plans shall be reviewed by the Design Review 

Committee/Department of Public Works for a determination of substantial conformance to 

the project approvals prior to any further work proceeding. Failure of the Design Review 

Committee/Department of Public Works to make a determination of substantial conformance 

may serve as grounds for appropriate punitive action by the appropriate hearing body, 

including the revocation of a site-specific project approval in extreme circumstances. In 

determining what constitutes appropriate punitive action in this context, the hearing body 

shall be guided by the penalty options set forth in Article 15.48 and Article 17.62 of the Placer 

County Code.  
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4.5-4e Stockpiling and/or vehicle staging areas shall be identified prior to any discretionary 

entitlement and shown on improvement plans and located as far as practical from existing 

dwellings and protected resources in the area.  

4.5-4f New development with ground disturbance exceeding one acre that is subject to construction 

stormwater quality permit requirements of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 

System (NPDES) program shall obtain such permit from the State Regional Water Quality 

Control Board (SRWQCB) and shall provide to the Department of Public Works evidence of a 

state-issued Waste Discharge Identification (WDID) number or filing of a Notice of Intent 

and fees prior to start of construction.  

4.5-5a Restore ground surface and topography.  

4.5-5b Require soil stockpiling and disposal standards.  

4.5-5c Prepare erosion and sedimentation control plan.  

4.5-5d Implement recommendations of geotechnical report. 

4.5-5e For the SRWTP, consult Division of Oil and Gas records prior to excavation, for excavation 

depths greater than five feet below the surface.  

Cultural Resources 

4.6-1 Prior to any ground-disturbing activity within five hundred feet of historical resources and 

unique archaeological resources,, archaeological surface inspections shall be completed to 

determine if each respective site still exists and, if so, archaeological test excavations shall be 

conducted to the extent necessary to determine if further mitigation is necessary. If 

determined to be necessary, a data recovery plan, which makes provision for adequately 

recovering the scientifically consequential information from and about the archaeological 

resources, shall be prepared by a qualified professional archaeologist and adopted by the 

County prior to any excavation. The data recovery plan shall be deposited with the California 

Historical Resources Regional Information Center.  

4.6-2a In the event of the accidental discovery or recognition of any human remains, there shall be 

no further excavation or disturbance of the site or any nearby area reasonably suspected to 

overlie adjacent human remains, until compliance with the provisions of Section 15064.5 

(e)(1) and (2) of the State CEQA Guidelines has occurred.  

4.6-2b If any artifacts or other indications of cultural resources 45 years old or older are found once 

ground-disturbing activities are underway, the find shall be immediately evaluated by a 

qualified archaeologist. If the find is determined to be an historical or unique archaeological 

resource, contingency funding and a time allotment to allow for implementation of 

avoidance measures or appropriate mitigation shall be made available, as provided in Section 

15064.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. Work may continue on other parts of the project site 

while historical or unique archaeological resource mitigation takes place.  

4.6-2c Prior to the issuance of any permits for construction, including demolition permits, for 

properties that have not been previously inspected by an archaeologist or previously 

inspected by an architectural historian, a qualified archaeologist and/or architectural 

historian, as appropriate, shall be retained to identify and evaluate any cultural resources, 

and determine if further mitigation, may be necessary, and recommend any such potential 

mitigation to the County for its consideration. The County will assess the feasibility of any 
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proposed mitigation (e.g., avoidance of the historical resource) and impose the mitigation 

where feasible in light of Specific Plan policies and land use assumptions. The necessity of 

inspection by an architectural historian includes any buildings potentially eligible for the 

California Register of Historical Resources, but for which the identification and evaluation 

process (the filling out of Primary, Building and Location record forms distributed by the 

California Office of Historic Preservation) has not been completed.  

4.6-2d An orange construction fencing shall be placed around the California Register-eligible sites 

located in open space, if construction, including trail and fire break building, is conducted 

within one hundred feet of the archaeological resource. Placement of the fencing must be 

done in consultation with an archaeologist who meets the Secretary of the Interior’s 

Professional Qualifications Standards in prehistoric archaeology.  

4.6-2e An archaeologist shall participate in the preconstruction meeting(s) to inform the participants 

of the sensitivity and location of any California Register-eligible sites in the vicinity of 

grading or construction.  

4.6-2f Any California Register-eligible site located in the open space that will be within one 

hundred feet or closer to public access (e.g., road, trail or firebreak), public facility or private 

residence shall be enclosed with permanent fencing designed to help prevent trespass. Each 

enclosure shall be constructed with a locked gate. A sign at each enclosure shall explain site 

values, interpret site history (or prehistory), identify prohibited uses and warn of penalties 

for violations.  

4.6-2g To help insure the long-term preservation of those California Register-eligible archaeological 

resources located in the open space, the CC&Rs shall include a clause that prohibits the 

collecting, digging or removal of any stone, artifact or other prehistoric or historic object from 

the open space.  

4.6-2h If human remains are discovered, all work shall stop in the immediate vicinity of the find and 

the County Coroner must be notified, according to Section 7050.5 of the California Health 

and Safety Code. If the remains are Native American, the Coroner will notify the Native 

American Heritage Commission, which in turn will inform a most likely descendant. The 

descendant will then recommend to the landowner appropriate disposition of the remains 

and any grave goods.  

4.6-3a Should paleontological resources be identified at a particular site, the project manager shall 

cease operation until a qualified professional can provide an evaluation. Mitigation shall be 

conducted as follows: 1. Identify and evaluate paleontologic resource by intense field survey 

where impacts are considered high; 2. Assess effects on identified sites; 3. Consult with the 

institutional/academic paleontologists conducting research investigations within the 

geological formations that are slated to be impacted; 4. Obtain comments from the 

researchers; 5. Comply with researchers’ recommendations to address any significant adverse 

effects where determined by the County to be feasible pursuant to Mitigation Measure 4.6-3b.  

4.6-3b In considering any suggested mitigation proposed by the consulting paleontologist, County 

Planning Department Staff shall determine whether avoidance is necessary and feasible in 

light of factors such as the nature of the find, project design, costs, Specific Plan policies and 

land use assumptions, and other considerations. If avoidance is unnecessary or infeasible, 

other appropriate measures (e.g., data recovery) shall be instituted. Work may proceed on 

other parts of the project site while mitigation for paleontological resources is carried out.  
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4.6-5 Prior to any ground disturbing or demolition work for intersection improvements, road 

widenings and utilities construction, an on-the-ground inspection shall be conducted of the 

areas outside existing public rights-of-way by a qualified archaeologist and/or architectural 

historian, as appropriate. Such inspections will at a minimum include a field inspection, the 

recording on forms distributed by the California Office of Historic Preservation of any 

cultural resources 45 years old or older, an assessment of eligibility for the California Register 

of Historical Resources and qualification as a “unique archaeological resource,” and a 

technical report that follows California Office of Historic Preservation guidelines for contents 

and format. The report shall contain any feasible mitigation measures to be implemented by 

the applicant. In some cases, an updated records search by the appropriate information 

center of the California Historical Resources Information System may be necessary if the 

proposed routes change or if there is more than a year delay between the present study 

(2005) and said field inspection(s).  

4.6-6 Placer County shall coordinate with Roseville Public Cemetery District to facilitate the 

reinterrment of any burials affected by the Watt Avenue road widening prior to any physical 

disturbance of Cemetery frontage. Project applicants shall fully compensate the Cemetery 

and County for any costs incurred during the grave site testing and reinterrment process.  

4.6-10 If the Off-Site Gravity Sewer Alternative “A” is selected, then disturbance of the California 

Register-eligible segment of CA-PLA-946-H, the Sacramento Northern Railroad grade, shall 

be avoided by using jack and bore construction techniques under the railroad grade for 

placement of the sewer line.  

4.6-13a Halt work if cultural resources are discovered. If concentrations of prehistoric or historic 

period cultural materials are encountered, all work in the vicinity of the find(s) should halt 

until a qualified archaeologist is retained, evaluates the material, and makes 

recommendations for further action.  

4.6-13b Halt work if human remains are encountered. If human remains are encountered, all work 

should stop in the vicinity of the bone and the County Coroner should be notified 

immediately. The procedures outlined in the State CEQA Guidelines Section 15064.5(e) should 

be followed, if human burials are judged to be Native American origin.  

4.6-13c Should any cultural resources, such as structural features, unusual amounts of bone, shell, 

artifacts, human remains, or architectural remains be encountered during any development 

activities, work shall be suspended and the Department of Environmental Review and 

Assessment (DERA) shall be immediately notified. At that time, DERA shall coordinate any 

necessary investigation of the find with appropriate specialists as needed. The SRCSD shall 

be required to implement any mitigation deemed necessary by DERA for the protection of 

cultural resources. In the event of discovery of human remains, all work is to stop and the 

County Coroner shall be immediately notified pursuant to Section 5097.97 of the California 

Public Resources Code and Section 70950.5 of the California Health and Safety Code. If the 

remains are determined to be Native American, guidelines of the Native American Heritage 

Commission shall be adhered to in the treatment and disposition of the remains.  

4.6-14 Prior to any ground disturbing or demolition work for intersection improvements, road 

widenings and utilities construction, an updated records search through the California 

Historical Resources Information System shall be performed and on-the-ground inspection 

will be conducted by a qualified archaeologist and/or architectural historian, as appropriate. 

Such inspections will at a minimum include a field inspection, the recording on forms 
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distributed by the California Office of Historic Preservation of any cultural resources 45 years 

old or older, an assessment of eligibility for the California Register of Historical Resources 

and qualification as a “unique archaeological resource,” and a technical report that follows 

California Office of Historic Preservation guidelines for contents and format. The report shall 

contain any feasible mitigation measures to be implemented by the applicant.  

Traffic 

4.7-1 Prepare and implement construction traffic management plans for on-site and off-site 

construction activities for all development projects, including coordination with appropriate 

agencies, and implement a community relations program during construction period. The 

purpose of the construction traffic management plan is to minimize adverse Level of Service 

or neighborhood traffic impacts during the various phases of construction.  

4.7-2a Developers of property within the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area shall be responsible for 

the project’s fair share of all feasible physical improvements necessary and available to 

reduce the severity of the project’s significant transportation-related impacts, as identified in 

this traffic analysis, consistent with the policies and exceptions set forth in the Transportation 

and Circulation Element of the 1994 Placer County General Plan as amended. The project’s 

contribution toward such improvements, which the County recognizes will not be sufficient 

to mitigate all transportation-related impacts to less than significant levels, may take any, or 

some combination, of the following forms:  

1. Construction of roads and related facilities within and adjacent to the boundaries of the 

Specific Plan area, which may be subject to fee credits and/or reimbursement, 

coordinated by the County, from other fee-paying development projects with respect to 

roads or other facilities that would also serve fee-paying development projects other than 

Placer Vineyards;  

2. Construction of roads and/or road improvements or other transportation facilities 

outside the boundaries of the Specific Plan area but within unincorporated Placer 

County, subject in some instances to future reimbursement, coordinated by the County, 

from other fee-paying development projects where the roads or improvements at issue 

would also serve fee-paying development projects other than Placer Vineyards;  

3. The payment of impact fees to Placer County in amounts that constitute the Specific 

Plan’s fair share contributions to the construction of transportation facilities to be built or 

improved within unincorporated Placer County, consistent with the County’s CIP;  

4. The payment of impact fees to the South Placer Regional Transportation Authority 

(SPRTA) in amounts that constitute the Project’s fair share contribution to the 

construction of transportation facilities funded through fees collected by the SPRTA for 

Tier 1 and/or Tier 2 projects;  

5. The payment of other adopted regional impact fees that would provide improvements to 

roadways, intersections and/or interchanges that are affected by multiple jurisdictions 

(e.g., Walerga/Fiddyment/Baseline);  

6. The payment of impact fees to Placer County in amounts that constitute the Specific 

Plan’s fair share contributions to the construction of transportation facilities and/or 

improvements within the City of Roseville, Sacramento County and/or Sutter County 

needed in whole or in part because of the Specific Plan, to be made available to the City 
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of Roseville, Sacramento County, and/or Sutter County, if and when those jurisdictions 

and Placer County enter into an enforceable agreement consistent with Placer County 

General Plan Policy 3.A.15(c). At the time of issuance of building permits for individual 

development projects within the Specific Plan area, the County shall collect fair share fee 

payments for improvements or facilities addressed by its CIP as it exists at that time;  

7. Developers of property within the Placer Vineyards Specific Plan area shall pay impact 

fees to Placer County in amounts that constitute the Specific Plan’s fair share 

contributions to the construction of transportation facilities and/or improvements on 

federal or State highways or freeways needed in part because of the Specific Plan, to be 

made available to Caltrans if and when Caltrans and Placer County enter into an 

enforceable agreement consistent with State law and Placer County General Plan Policy 

3.A.15; and  

8. In pursuing a single agreement or multiple agreements with the City of Roseville, 

Sacramento County, Sutter County, and Caltrans, Placer County shall negotiate in good 

faith with these other jurisdictions to enter into fair and reasonable arrangements with 

the intention of achieving, within a reasonable time period after approval of the Placer 

Vineyards Specific Plan, commitments for the provision of adequate fair share mitigation 

payments from the Specific Plan for its out-of-jurisdiction traffic impacts and its impacts 

on federal and State freeways and highways.  

4.7-2b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share 

toward the widening of Walerga Road to four lanes from Baseline Road to PFE Road to 

provide LOS “A” (V/C 0.43).  

4.7-3a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 

4.7-3b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share 

toward the following improvements:  

i. Construct a second through lane on the southbound approach, a right turn lane to the 

eastbound approach and construct a second left turn lane on both the eastbound and 

westbound approaches to improve the intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline 

Road to LOS “C” (V/C 0.80) in the PM peak hour.  

ii. Convert the southbound right turn lane into a free right turn lane, to improve the 

intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road to LOS “D” (V/C 0.87) in the AM peak 

hour.  

iii. Construct a second through lane on both the northbound and southbound approaches, to 

improve the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE Road to LOS “B” (V/C 0.66) in the AM 

peak hour and LOS “D” (V/C 0.80) in the PM peak.  

4.7-4a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.  

4.7-4b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute fees toward 

the following improvements, which are part of the City of Roseville’s 2020 CIP:  

 A second through lane on the eastbound approach, to improve the intersection of 

Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard and Baseline Road to LOS “A” (V/C 0.57).  

 A second left turn lane on both the northbound, southbound and westbound approaches, 

a third through lane to the northbound approach and fourth through lane to the 
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southbound approach to improve the intersection of Foothills Boulevard and Baseline 

Road to LOS “C” (V/C 0.71).  

 A second left turn lane on all of the approaches, a second through lane on both the 

northbound and southbound approaches, and a third through lane on the eastbound and 

westbound approaches to improve the intersection of Woodcreek Oaks Boulevard and 

Pleasant Grove Boulevard to LOS “A” (V/C 0.50).  

 A second left turn lane on the westbound approach, a third left turn lane on the 

southbound approach, and second through lane on both the northbound and 

southbound approaches, to improve the intersection of Foothills Boulevard and Cirby 

Way to LOS “B” (V/C 0.70).  

 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-3(b)(ii), which would result in LOS “C” (V/C 0.78) at 

the intersection of Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road using the Roseville methodology.  

4.7-5a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.  

4.7-5b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share 

toward the following improvements in Sacramento County:  

1. Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from the Placer County line to Elverta Road to provide 

LOS “D” (0.87).  

2. Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from Elverta Road to Antelope Road to provide LOS 

“C” (0.71).  

3. Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from Antelope Road to Elkhorn Boulevard to provide 

LOS “D” (0.90).  

4. Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from Elkhorn Boulevard to Don Julio Boulevard to 

provide LOS “D” (0.87).  

5. Widen Elkhorn Boulevard to six lanes from Walerga Road to I-80 to provide LOS “E” 

(0.96)  

4.7-6a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.  

4.7-6b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share 

toward the following intersection improvements in Sacramento County:  

1. Install a traffic signal to improve the intersection of Elwyn Avenue and Elverta Road to 

LOS “C” (V/C 0.74) in the AM peak hour and LOS “D” (V/C 0.82) in the PM peak hour.  

2. Install a traffic signal to improve the intersection of 16th Street and Elverta Road to LOS 

“E” (V/C 0.90) in the AM peak hour and LOS “D” (V/C 0.87) in the PM peak hour.  

3. Construct a second exclusive left turn lane on the southbound approach to improve the 

intersection of Watt Avenue and Antelope Road to LOS “E” (V/C 0.93) in the PM peak 

hour.  

4. Construct a second exclusive right turn lane on the westbound approach to improve the 

intersection of Walerga Road and Elkhorn Boulevard to LOS “D” (V/C 0.87) in the PM 

peak hour.  

5. Construct a third northbound through lane to improve the intersection of Watt Avenue 

and Don Julio Boulevard to LOS “D” (V/C 0.87) in the PM peak hour.  
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6. Construct a third northbound through lane to improve the intersection of Watt Avenue 

and Air Base Drive to LOS “C” (V/C 0.80) in the AM peak hour and LOS “D” (V/C 0.86) 

in the PM peak hour.  

7. Construct a second westbound left turn lane to improve the intersection of Watt Avenue 

and Roseville Road to LOS “E” (V/C 0.92) in the PM peak hour.  

4.7-8a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 

4.7-8b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share 

toward the following improvements in Sutter County:  

1. Install a signal at the intersection of Riego Road and Natomas Road to provide LOS “A” 

(V/C ratio 0.60) in the AM peak and LOS “B” (V/C 0.62) in the PM peak.  

2. Install a signal at the intersection of Riego Road and Pleasant Grove Road (North) to 

provide LOS “C” (V/C ratio 0.70) in the AM peak and LOS “B” (V/C 0.64) in the PM peak.  

3. Install a signal at the intersection of Riego Road and Pleasant Grove Road (South) to 

provide LOS “C” (V/C ratio 0.77) in the AM peak and LOS “C” (V/C 0.74) in the PM 

peak.  

4. At the intersection of Highway 99/77 and Riego Road, construct a third northbound and 

southbound through lane (2,000 to 3,000 feet long) to provide LOS “D” (V/C ration of 

45.5 seconds) in the AM peak Or Construct the Highway 77/99 interchange at Riego 

Road.  

4.7-9a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.  

4.7-9b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share 

toward the following improvements:  

1. Widen Hwy 65 to six lanes from Blue Oak Boulevard to Galleria Boulevard.  

2. Widen Interstate 80 to ten lanes from Antelope Road to Riverside Avenue.  

3. Widen Interstate 80 to eight lanes from Riverside Avenue to Douglas Boulevard.  

4. Widen Business 80 to eight lanes from Fulton Avenue to Watt Avenue.  

5. Consider construction of additional lanes on Interstate 80 from Auburn Boulevard to 

Madison Avenue, or other improvements.  

4.7-10a A Community Service Area (CSA) shall be established to fund the cost of transit services 

listed in this section, and any related capital costs for buses, passenger amenities, and 

facilities.  

4.7-10b Bus shelters shall be placed along major roadways at one-half-mile intervals serving 

Medium-Density, High-Density, Commercial and Office land use designations.  

4.7-12 Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.  

4.7-13a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 

4.7-13b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share 

toward the following improvements:  

i. A third northbound and southbound through lane, a second eastbound and westbound 

through lane, a second northbound, an eastbound and westbound left turn lane and a 
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free eastbound right turn lane to improve the intersection of Walerga Road and PFE 

Road to LOS “F” (V/C 1.19 ) in the PM peak hour.  

ii. A third northbound and southbound through lane to improve the intersection of 

Walerga Road and Town Center Drive to LOS “B“ (V/C ratio 0.61) in the AM peak hour 

and LOS “C” (V/C 0.73) in the PM peak hour.  

iii. Conversion of the northbound right turn lane into a free right turn lane to improve the 

intersection of Watt Avenue and Dyer Lane to LOS “E” (V/C 0.94) in the AM peak hour 

and LOS “F” (V/C 1.03) in the PM peak hour.  

iv. Convert the northbound right turn lane into a free right turn lane to improve the 

intersection of East Dyer Lane and Baseline Road to LOS “E” (V/C 0.92) in the AM peak 

hour.  

4.7-14a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.  

4.7-14b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share 

toward construction of a third southbound and northbound through lanes to the intersection 

of Fiddyment Road and Baseline Road to improve operations from LOS “E” to LOS “D.” 4.7-

14c Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, participate in the City of Roseville ITS/TDM 

program on a fair share basis as determined by the County in consultation with the City of 

Roseville.  

4.7-15a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 

4.7-15b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share 

toward the following improvements in Sacramento County: 

1. Widen Watt Avenue to six lanes from the Placer County line to Antelope Road, to reduce 

the V/C from 1.75 to 1.17 (LOS “F”). 

2. Widen Watt Avenue to eight lanes from Antelope Road to Elkhorn Blvd, to provide LOS 

“E.” 

3. Widen Sorento Road to four lanes from the Placer County line to Elverta Road, to 

provide LOS “A.” 

4. Widen Elwyn Avenue to four lanes from the Placer County line to Elverta Road, to 

provide LOS “A.” 

5. Widen 16th Street to four lanes from the Placer County line to Elverta Road, to provide 

LOS “B.” 

6. Widen Dry Creek Road to four lanes from the U Street to Ascot Avenue, to provide LOS 

“C.” 

4.7-16a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a.  

4.7-16b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share 

toward the following improvements in Sacramento County:  

1. Construct a second left turn lane on the eastbound approach to improve the intersection 

of Sorento Road and Elverta Road to LOS “F” conditions (V/C 1.11) during the AM peak 

hour.  
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2. Construct a second left turn lane on the eastbound approach to improve the intersection 

of Elwyn Avenue and Elverta Road to LOS “E” conditions (V/C 0.94) during the PM peak 

hour.  

3. Construct a second left turn lane on the eastbound approach to improve the intersection 

of Palladay Road and Elverta Road to LOS “F” conditions (V/C 1.07) during the PM peak 

hour.  

4. Construct a second through lane on the northbound and southbound approaches, and a 

right turn lane on the eastbound and westbound approaches to improve the intersection 

of 16th Street and Elverta Road to LOS “B” conditions (V/C 0.66) during the AM peak 

hour and to LOS “C” conditions (V/C 0.77) during the PM peak hour.  

5. Construct a third through lane on the eastbound and westbound approaches at the Watt 

Avenue and Elverta Road intersection to provide LOS “F” conditions (V/C 1.11) during 

the PM peak hour.  

6. Construct a third through lane on the northbound and southbound approaches at the 

Walerga Road and Elverta Road intersection to provide LOS “F” conditions (V/C 1.16) 

during the AM peak hour.  

7. Construct a third through lane on the northbound and southbound approaches, and 

second left turn lane on the westbound approach at the Watt Avenue and Antelope Road 

intersection to provide LOS “C” (V/C 0.80) conditions during the PM peak hour.  

8. Construct a second through lane on the northbound approach at the Dry Creek Road and 

Elkhorn Boulevard intersection to provide LOS “E” conditions (V/C 0.99) during the PM 

peak hour.  

9. Construct a fourth through lane on the northbound and southbound approaches at the 

Watt Avenue and Elkhorn Boulevard intersection to provide LOS “E” (V/C 0.94) in the 

AM peak hour and LOS “F” conditions (V/C 1.14) during the PM peak hour.  

10. Construct a second left turn lane and a second right turn lane on the westbound 

approach at the Walerga Road and Elkhorn Boulevard intersection to provide LOS “E” 

conditions (V/C 0.94) during the PM peak hour.  

11. Construct a third through lane on the northbound approach and a second westbound 

right turn lane at the Watt Avenue and Air Base Drive intersection to provide LOS “E” 

conditions (V/C 0.91) during the PM peak hour.  

12. Construct a second left turn lane on the westbound approach at the Watt Avenue and 

Roseville Road intersection to provide LOS “F” conditions (V/C 1.24) during the PM peak 

hour.  

4.7-17a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 

4.7-17b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share 

toward the following improvements in Sutter County: 

1. Widen Pleasant Grove Road to four lanes from Riego Road to the Sacramento County 

line. 

4.7-18a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 
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4.7-18b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share 

toward the following improvements in Sutter County:  

i. Construct a second left turn lane on the southbound approach, to improve the 

intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (North) and Riego Road to LOS “D“ (VC ratio 0.83) 

in the AM peak LOS “D” conditions (V/C 0.87) in the PM peak.  

ii. Construct a second left turn lane on the northbound and westbound approaches, to 

improve the intersection of Pleasant Grove Road (South) and Riego Road to LOS “C” (VC 

ratio 0.78) in the AM peak LOS “D” conditions (V/C 0.87) in the PM peak.  

4.7-19a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a. 

4.7-19b Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, the proposed project shall contribute its fair share 

toward the following improvements on State highway. 

1. Widen Hwy 70/99 to six lanes from Riego Road to Elkhorn Boulevard. 

2. Widen Hwy 65 to six lanes from Blue Oak Boulevard to Galleria Boulevard. 

3. Widen Interstate 80 to twelve lanes from Longview Drive to Watt Avenue. 

4. Widen Interstate 80 to ten lanes from Antelope Road to Douglas Boulevard. 

5. Consider construction of additional lanes on Interstate 80 from Auburn Boulevard to 

Madison Avenue or other improvements. 

4.7-21 Placer County shall coordinate with the City of Roseville, Sacramento County, Sutter County 

and Caltrans to ensure that roadway improvements implemented in whole or in part as 

mitigation for the proposed project are designed to minimize impacts on existing and future 

roadways and intersections.  

4.7-22 Implement the following or similar Mitigation Measures:  

 4.3.2-2a and b, which require site-specific drainage studies and measures to ensure that 

project flows can be accommodated by storm drainage infrastructure;  

 4.3.2-3e, which requires that new development demonstrate that there will be no increase 

in the water surface elevation of the 100-year flood plain;  

 4.4-15, -16, -17, -18, -20, -21, -22, -23, -24, -25, and -26, which require surveys for special 

status species and their habitat, habitat avoidance and compensation where needed, and 

protection of nesting raptors;  

 4.6-2a-h, requiring archaeological surveys and appropriate treatment of cultural 

resources encountered during construction;  

 4.9-3, which limits the hours during which noisy equipment can be used and requires 

effective mufflers;  

 4.9-4, which requires site-specific acoustical analyses during roadway design and noise 

attenuation features as needed; and  

 4.12-21a-f, which require Phase 1 Site Assessments to identify potential contamination, 

and specify how to handle potential hazards to minimize the risk of exposure.  

6.7-15a Consistent with Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a, construct Watt Avenue to eight lanes (or a one-

way couplet) from Antelope Road to Don Julio Boulevard, to provide LOS “D” (V/C 0.90). 
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Air Quality 

4.8-1a Construction contractors shall be required to submit a construction emission/dust control 

plan for approval by the PCAPCD prior to any ground disturbance. At a minimum, this plan 

shall include the following measures:  

 Water exposed earth surfaces as necessary to eliminate visible dust emissions (at least 

one water truck will be available for every three pieces of earthmoving equipment);  

 Suspend grading operations when wind is sufficient to generate visible dust clouds;  

 Pave, use gravel cover or spray a dust control agent on all haul roads;  

 Wash down all earthmoving construction equipment daily, and wash down all haul 

trucks leaving the site;  

 Cover all trucks delivering or exporting soil, sand, and other loose materials to ensure 

that all trucks hauling such materials maintain at least two feet of freeboard;  

 Institute measures to reduce wind erosion when site preparation is completed;  

 Install sandbags or other erosion control measures to prevent silt runoff onto public 

roadways;  

 Provide graveled, paved or grass-covered areas for construction employee vehicle 

parking; and  

 The site contractor shall retain a CARB certified individual to routinely perform Visible 

Emissions Evaluations (VEE) to ensure compliance with Rule 228, Fugitive Dust. Fugitive 

dust shall not exceed 40 percent opacity and shall not go beyond property boundaries at 

any time. The designee’s duties shall include holiday and weekend periods when work 

may not be in progress.  

Immediately following any mass grading phase, the following dust control measures shall be 

implemented:  

 Apply soil stabilizers or commence reestablishing ground cover to construction areas 

within 96 hours of completing grading activities;  

 Develop and implement a wind erosion monitoring program for areas which will remain 

inactive for extended periods; this program should at a minimum provide for weekly 

monitoring of inactive sites to assess the effectiveness of wind erosion controls.  

4.8-1b Contractors shall be required to reduce NOx and ROG emissions by complying with the 

construction vehicle air pollutant control strategies developed by the PCAPCD. Contractors 

shall include in the construction contracts the following requirements or measures shown to 

equally effective:  

 Construction equipment operators shall shut off equipment when not in use to avoid 

unnecessary idling. Generally, vehicle idling should be kept below 10 minutes.  

 Contractor’s construction equipment shall be properly maintained and in good working 

condition.  

 The site contractor shall retain a CARB certified individual to routinely evaluate project 

related off-road and heavy duty on-road equipment emissions for compliance with Rule 

202, Visible Emissions.  
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 The prime contractor shall ensure that emissions from all off-road diesel powered 

equipment used in the Specific Plan area do not exceed 40 percent opacity for more than 

three minutes in any one hour. Any equipment found to exceed the 40 percent opacity 

shall be repaired immediately, and the County of Placer and the PCAPCD shall be 

notified within 48 hours of identification of non-compliant equipment. A visual survey of 

all in-operation equipment shall be made at least weekly, and a monthly summary of the 

visual results shall be submitted to the County of Placer and the PCAPCD throughout 

the duration of construction in the Specific Plan area, except that a monthly summary 

shall not be required for any 30-day period in which no construction activity occurs. The 

monthly summary shall include the quantity and type of vehicles surveyed as well as the 

dates of each survey. The PCAPCD and/or other officials may conduct periodic site 

inspections to determine compliance. Nothing in this section shall supersede other 

PCAPCD or state rules or regulations.  

 The prime contractor shall submit to the PCAPCD a comprehensive inventory (i.e. make, 

model, year, emission rating) of all heavy-duty off-road equipment (50 horsepower or 

greater) that will be used an aggregate of 40 hours or more for the construction project. 

PCAPCD personnel, with assistance from the California Air Resources Board, will 

conduct initial Visible Emissions Evaluations of all heavy duty equipment on the 

inventory list.  

4.8-1c The project shall provide a plan, for approval by the Placer County Air Pollution Control 

District, demonstrating that the heavy-duty (>50 horsepower) off-road vehicles to be used for 

any construction projects undertaken within the Specific Plan area over its planning lifetime, 

including owned, leased and subcontractor vehicles, will achieve a project-wide fleet-

averaged 20 percent NOx reduction and 45 percent particulate reduction compared to the 

most recent annual CARB off-road construction fleet average for western Placer County. 

Acceptable options for reducing emissions may include use of late model engines, low-

emission diesel products, alternative fuels, engine retrofit technology, after-treatment 

products, and/or other options as they become available. Contractors can access the 

Sacramento Metropolitan Air Quality Management District’s web site to determine if their 

off-road fleet meets the requirements listed in this measure.  

(See http://www.airquality.org/ceqa/Construction_Mitigation_Calculator.xls)  

4.8-1d Construction contractors shall be required to use low-VOC architectural coatings and asphalt 

in compliance with District Rules and Regulations. Contractors shall also be required to fuel 

stationary construction equipment with low-sulfur fuels, and use existing power sources 

(e.g., power poles) or clean fuel generators in place of temporary diesel power generators 

whenever feasible.  

4.8-1e Construction contractors shall be required to provide management of construction traffic. 

Contractors shall include in the construction contracts the following requirements:  

 Contractors shall provide temporary traffic control during all phases of construction 

activities to improve traffic flow (i.e. flag person);  

 Contractors shall configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference;  

 Contractors shall endeavor to schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow to 

off-peak hours (e.g., between 7:00 PM and 6:00 AM and between 10:00 AM and 3:00 PM);  

 Contractors shall reroute construction traffic off congested streets; and  
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 Contractors shall provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction equipment 

on- and off-site.  

4.8-3a The following guidelines shall be used by the County during review of future project-specific 

submittals for non-residential development within the Specific Plan area in order to reduce 

generation of air pollutants with intent that specified measures be required where feasible 

and appropriate:  

 Include in all new parking lots tree plantings designed to result in 50 percent shading of 

parking lot surface areas within 15 years. Incorporated by reference in this measure are 

the City of Sacramento Parking Lot Tree Shading Design and Maintenance Guidelines 

dated June 17, 2003 (see EIR Appendix U). Also, see Specific Plan Policy 6.25;  

 Equip HVAC units with a PremAir or similar catalyst system, if reasonably available and 

economically feasible at the time building permits are issued. Catalyst systems are 

considered feasible if the additional cost is less than 10 percent of the base HVAC unit 

cost;  

 Install two 110/208 volt power outlets for every two loading docks;  

 Promote passive solar building design and landscaping conducive to passive solar 

energy use (i.e., building orientation in a south to southwest direction where feasible, 

encouraging planting of deciduous trees on western sides of structures, landscaping with 

drought-resistant species, and including groundcovers rather than pavement to reduce 

heat reflection). Landscaping plans shall prohibit the use of liquidambar and eucalyptus 

trees that produce smog-forming compounds (high emission factors for isoprenes); and  

 Implement the following, or equivalent measures, as determined by the County in 

consultation with the APCD:  

 Establish building guidelines that encourage the use of low-absorptive coatings on all 

building surfaces and Energy Star roofing products on all roofs, if reasonably 

available and economically feasible, at the time building permits are issued;  

 Establish paving guidelines that require businesses, if feasible, to pave all privately-

owned parking areas with a substance with reflective attributes (albedo = 0.30 or 

better) similar to cement concrete. The use of a paving substance with reflective 

attributes similar to concrete is considered feasible under this measure if the 

additional cost is less than 10 percent of the cost of applying a standard asphalt 

product; and  

 Power all off-road equipment used at office, industrial, and commercial uses by the 

lowest-emission technology reasonably available at the time building permits are 

issued.  

4.8-3b The following measures shall be used singularly or in combination to accomplish an overall 

reduction of 10 to 20 percent in residential energy consumption relative to the requirements 

of State of California Title 24:  

 Use of air conditioning systems that that are more efficient than Title 24 requirements;  

 Use of high-efficiency heating and other appliances, such as water heaters, cooking 

equipment, refrigerators, and furnaces;  

 Installation of photovoltaic rooftop energy systems; and  
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 Establishment of tree-planting guidelines that require residents to plant trees to shade 

buildings primarily on the west and south sides of the buildings. Use of deciduous trees 

(to allow solar gain during the winter) and direct shading of air conditioning systems 

shall be included in the guidelines.  

4.8-3c Promote a reduction in residential emissions through implementation of the following 

measure:  

 Prohibit any wood-burning fireplaces, woodstoves, or similar wood-burning devices. 

Homes may be fitted with UL rated natural gas burning appliances if desired. This 

prohibition shall be included in any CC&Rs that are established.  

4.8-3d For all projects, use the lowest-emitting architectural coatings during construction. When 

zero-VOC coatings are commercially available, they should be used. When only low-VOC 

coatings are available, they shall be used in lieu of higher-emitting formulations. Design 

review submittals shall include information concerning the coatings products proposed for 

use in the project.  

4.8-3e Bicycle usage shall be promoted by requiring the following:  

 All non-residential projects shall provide bicycle lockers and/or racks;  

 All apartment complexes or condominiums without garages shall provide at least two 

Class I bicycle storage spaces per unit;  

 Require residential neighborhoods to be interconnected, with easy access to commercial 

and recreational land uses. All neighborhoods shall have access to the Class I bicycle 

trails without having to travel on an arterial street. All schools and public parks (except 

neighborhood tot lots) shall be connected with a Class I bicycle trail through the open 

space and greenbelts;  

 A pedestrian/bikeway (P/B) Master Plan shall be developed for the entire Specific Plan 

area. This master plan shall be consistent with the guidelines established in the Placer 

County Regional Bikeway Plan and in the Specific Plan; and  

 As each residential phase is constructed, each subdivision shall install its share of the 

overall P/B network, and ensure that the layout of each residential phase does not 

interfere with completion of the overall P/B network. Residential areas adjacent to open 

space corridors shall provide reasonable access to the Class I P/B trails located in the 

corridors. These Class I corridors shall provide linkages with the comprehensive network 

of other trails throughout the Specific Plan area. The P/B Master Plan shall provide 

linkages from all residential neighborhoods to all commercial areas. Non-vehicular access 

shall consist of a network of convenient linkages of Class I, II and III trails.  

4.8-3f Transit usage and ride sharing shall be promoted by requiring participation in the 

development of a regional transit system at such time as a system is established and setasides 

of land for park-and ride facilities. Fair share participation may consist of dedication of right-

of-way, easements, capital improvements, and/or other methods of participation deemed 

appropriate. In addition, future project design shall ensure that an adequate number of 

developers in the Specific Plan area provide reservations for future installations of bus 

turnouts and passenger benches and shelters, to be installed at such time as transit service is 

established and as demand and service routes warrant. The two transit centers shall be 

connected with the Class I bicycle trail. The Specific Plan shall provide for set-asides of land 
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for two separate park-and-ride facilities. Construction of the park-and-ride facilities shall be 

phased over the buildout period of the project, with the first 50 spaces in place prior to 

issuance of the 3,000th residential building permit. Prior to issuance of the 6,000th residential 

building permit another 50 spaces shall be provided, followed by 50 more prior to the 9,000th 

residential building permit. Forty-three more spaces shall be provided prior to issuance of 

the 12,000 residential building permit for a total of 193 spaces to be constructed (equal to 0.1 

percent of the anticipated daily trip generation of the project). A public transit development 

fee shall be required for all development projects. The amount of this fee shall be based upon 

the traffic generation potential of each project. A dial-a-ride transportation system shall be 

established to reduce individual vehicle trips and establish data for the eventual formation of 

a transit system within the Specific Plan area.  

An Air Quality and Transportation System Management (TSM) Plan shall be prepared for the 

Specific Plan to implement all feasible means of reducing Specific Plan area emissions. This 

plan shall provide for eventual public transit and implementation of trip reduction strategies 

that coordinate with surrounding areas. A Transportation Management Association (TMA) 

shall be established that shall be funded by the developer and all businesses located within 

the Specific Plan area. The TSM plan shall be updated annually by TMA staff to demonstrate 

compliance with all air quality requirements, and to incorporate the latest state-of-the-art 

techniques and strategies to reduce emissions. Initially, the TMA shall provide each home 

and business with an information packet that will contain, at a minimum, the following 

information:  

 Commute options: to inform Specific Plan area occupants of the alternative travel 

amenities provided, including ridesharing and public transit availability/schedules;  

 Maps showing Specific Plan area pedestrian, bicycle, and equestrian paths to community 

centers, shopping areas, employment areas, schools, parks, and recreation areas;  

 Instructions on how to use TMA services that will facilitate trip reduction opportunities; 

and  

 Information regarding PCAPCD programs to reduce county-wide emissions.  

4.8-3g All projects requiring issuance of residential and non-residential building permits shall 

participate in an off-site mitigation program coordinated through the PCAPCD to offset NOx 

and ROG emissions not mitigated through on-site measures.  

The PCAPCD, on behalf of Placer County, will determine air quality mitigation fees using 

calculation methodology established in practice and routinely applied to other, similar, 

contemporaneous land use development projects. The off-site mitigation program, 

coordinated through the PCAPCD, is designed to offset the project’s long-term ozone 

precursor emissions. Monetary incentives shall be provided to sources of air pollutant 

emissions within the project’s general vicinity that are not required by law to reduce their 

emissions. Therefore, the reductions are real, quantifiable and implement provisions of the 

1994 State Implementation Plan. The off-site mitigation program reduces emissions within 

the region that would not otherwise be eliminated and thereby “offsets” the project’s increase 

to regional emissions.  

4.8-3h School districts shall be encouraged to incorporate the following measures into the design, 

construction, and operation of elementary, middle and high school buildings and facilities: • 

Install bicycle lockers and racks at all appropriate locations;  
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 Post signage prohibiting the idling of diesel vehicles for longer than five minutes;  

 Construct at least one bus stop at a convenient location to be used for either fixed route 

service within the Specific Plan area or commuter service;  

 Provide a community notice board and information kiosk with information about 

community events, ride-sharing, and commute alternatives;  

 Provide preferential parking for carpools and hybrid vehicles (vehicles with self-charging 

electric engines); and  

 Incorporate solar water heating systems and HVAC PremAir or similar catalyst systems 

in building design.  

4.8-3i The following measures shall be incorporated into the design, construction, and operation of 

public park areas:  

 The pedestrian/bikeway (P/B) master plan shall provide at least one Class I linkage to all 

school sites;  

 Additional Class I and II linkages shall be provided so as to provide convenient access 

to/from the park sites;  

 Install bicycle lockers and racks at all appropriate locations;  

 Provide a community notice board and information kiosk with information about 

community events, ride-sharing, and commute alternatives;  

4.8-3j Prohibit open burning throughout the Specific Plan area. Include this prohibition in any 

project CC&Rs that are established.  

4.8-3k The County may substitute different air pollution control measures for individual projects, 

that are equally effective or superior to those proposed herein, as new technology and/or 

other feasible measures become available in the course of buildout of the Specific Plan area.  

4.8.5 Notice shall be provided in the recorded Covenants, Codes and Restrictions of all lots created 

within 500 feet of the proposed lift station that there is the potential for odors to result from 

lift station operations and maintenance.  

4.8-6a The operators shall obtain an Authority to Construct/NSR permit and a Permit to Operate 

from the air district with jurisdiction prior to addition and operation of new facilities.  

4.8-6b Potential odor effects shall be mitigated by installing or maintaining existing odor control 

systems, including odor scrubbers or chemical addition, for all screening facilities and 

grit/primary sedimentation facilities.  

4.8.6c The County shall ensure that notice is provided in the recorded Covenants, Codes and 

Restrictions of all lots created within 500 feet of the proposed lift stations that there is the 

potential for odors to result from lift station operations and maintenance.  

Noise 

4.9-2 When specific uses are proposed, they shall be reviewed for their potential to produce 

significant noise impacts and, as required, noise studies shall be conducted to determine the 

most effective and practical mitigation measures. Mitigation measures shall be applied to 

assure that new stationary sources do not exceed adopted noise standards. Mitigation 
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measures shall be consistent with the Noise Element of the Placer County General Plan, 

including use of setbacks, barriers, and other standard noise mitigation measures. 

4.9-3 The hours of operation of noise-producing equipment shall comply with Placer County’s 

“Standard Construction Noise Condition of Approval.” Effective mufflers shall be fitted to 

gas- and diesel- powered equipment to reduce noise levels as much as possible.  

4.9-4 Site-specific acoustical analyses shall be conducted when actual roadway design and 

tentative subdivision map design are proposed and grading is established to determine 

setbacks and any other measures (e.g., berms, site design, location of structures, noise 

walls/barriers) required to reduce traffic noise to level that meet County and Specific Plan 

noise standards, and Specific Plan design standards.  

Population, Employment, and Housing 

No mitigation measures 

Public Services 

4.11.2-1 The staffing ratios contained in Table 4.11-1 shall be maintained for the Specific Plan area 

during all phases of development concurrent with demand. The applicants shall be required 

to establish a special benefit assessment district or other funding mechanism to assure 

adequate funding for the ongoing maintenance and operation of fire protection and related 

services, with funding responsibilities imposed on residential and commercial properties 

within the Specific Plan area, including the costs for services required to satisfy Placer 

County Fire Department staffing requirements set forth above. The funding mechanism shall 

be subject to the prior review and approval of Placer County, and shall be approved by the 

affected landowners prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map. It shall be 

maintained until such time as the County determines that property tax revenues are 

adequate to maintain the required staffing.  

4.11.2-2a A minimum of two fire stations shall be provided to serve the Specific Plan area at buildout, 

which shall be fully funded and equipped (i.e., desks, computers, telephones, radio systems, 

beds, refrigerators and all other needs).  

4.11.2-2b The western fire station shall be constructed and equipped, at a location approved by the 

Placer County Fire Department, prior to issuance of a certificate of occupancy for the first 

dwelling unit located west of Watt Avenue. This first station may initially be located in a 

temporary building or location; however, a permanent station shall be available for 

occupancy within 18 months of issuance of the certificate of occupancy for the first dwelling 

unit located West of Watt Avenue. The eastern fire station shall be constructed and equipped, 

at a location approved by the Placer County Fire Department, prior to issuance of a building 

permit for the 5,000th dwelling unit.  

4.11.2-2c Formation of a County Services Area (CSA), a Community Facilities District (CFD), or 

expansion of CSA #28, including a landowner-approved special tax of an adequate amount or 

other financing mechanism acceptable to the County, shall be required prior to recordation of 

the first final subdivision map to ensure that a funding mechanism for fire protection 

infrastructure and equipment is in place to provide adequate fire safety services in the 

Specific Plan area during all stages of development. Required fire stations shall be completed 

and fully staffed and equipped prior to the issuance of certificates of occupancy. Fire stations 
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shall be located on sites readily accessible to service areas and final fire station locations shall 

be subject to approval by the Placer County Fire Department.  

4.11.2-3a Development and subdivision design shall include adequate setbacks, as determined by the 

Placer County Fire Department, between open space/corridor areas and structures. Fire pre-

suppression and suppression access easements to utility corridors and open space areas shall 

be required as part of the subdivision map process. Building envelopes or another method 

shall ensure separation of structures, and shall ensure access, as deemed appropriate by the 

Placer County Fire Department prior to approval of any tentative subdivision map.  

4.11.2-3b A County Service Area (CSA), Community Facilities District (CFD), or Zone of Benefit under 

CSA #28, or other entity for sustainable park maintenance shall be formed for the Specific 

Plan area prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map. Funds for a fuels reduction 

program for open spaces and corridors shall be included in the financing arrangement by a 

vote of the landowners prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map. The 

maintenance entity shall establish and identify ongoing funding for a continuous 

maintenance program for vegetation (both wildland and landscaped) in any and all open 

space, vacant areas, and landscape trail, easement and corridor areas within the Specific Plan 

area prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map.  

4.11.2-3c The developers shall fund a fire-safe plan for the subdivisions adjacent to wildland (natural, 

landscape, and corridor) areas. The fire-safe plan shall include a fuels management plan, and 

recommend building separations and distances from wildland areas, evacuation and access 

routes, fire safety zones and maintenance schedule prior to approval of tentative subdivision 

maps.  

4.11.3-1 The staffing ratios contained in Table 4.11-2 shall be maintained for the Specific Plan area. 

The applicants shall be required to establish a special benefit assessment district or other 

funding mechanism to assure adequate funding for the ongoing maintenance and operation 

of law enforcement services, with funding responsibilities imposed on residential and 

commercial properties within the Specific Plan area, including the costs for services required 

to satisfy the staffing standards set forth above and General Plan standards now in existence 

or as later amended. The funding mechanism shall be subject to the prior review and 

approval of Placer County.  

4.11.3-2a The project developer(s) shall comply with Placer County Policy 4.H.4, which requires that 

all future development either fund or develop law enforcement facilities. The project 

developer(s) shall dedicate land for development of a 19,000-square foot substation prior to 

recordation of the first final subdivision map. Said development shall be consistent with the 

requirements of the County, the needs of the County Sheriff’s Department and the County 

Facilities Services Department. Compliance with Policy 4.H.4 shall include formation of a 

County Service Area (CSA), Community Facilities District (CFD), or expansion of CSA #28 

for the construction of an equipped Sheriff’s substation prior to recordation of the first final 

subdivision map.  

4.11.3-2b The project developer(s) shall enter into a Development Agreement with Placer County prior 

to recordation of the first final subdivision map for facilities, staffing, and the purchase and 

scheduled replacement of the number of equipped vehicles needed as determined by the 

Sheriff in the same frequency and manner currently used by the County in its patrol vehicle 

replacement program. All patrol vehicles shall include the necessary equipment to 
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accomplish the mission of the Placer County Sheriff’s Department or as otherwise required 

by the Sheriff.  

4.11.3-3 Law enforcement personnel shall have access to and visibility of schools, parks and open 

spaces, pedestrian areas shall be well lighted and designed in such a manner as to maximize 

the safety of pedestrians, and buildings shall be designed and sited to provide a safe 

environment. Improvement plans submitted for review and approval by the Placer County 

Planning Department shall be accompanied by a written explanation regarding the manner 

in which the design of the improvements achieves compliance with these requirements.  

4.11.5-1a Contractors shall be required to provide on-site separation of construction debris to assure a 

minimum 50 percent diversion of this material from the landfill.  

4.11.5-1b Projects in the Specific Plan area shall contribute a fair share amount toward expansion of the 

MRF (including accommodation of a greenwaste program for Placer Vineyards) and landfill 

to the Western Placer Waste Management Authority. A mechanism for ensuring that this is 

implemented shall be described in the Development Agreement for the Specific Plan.  

4.11.5-1c A source-separated greenwaste program shall be implemented within the Specific Plan area, 

subject to review and approval by the Western Placer Waste management Authority.  

4.11.5-1d The Specific Plan proponents shall present a plan for County approval that meets the 

requirements of Placer County Code Section 8.16.080. The plan shall ensure the development 

and continuous operation and maintenance of recycling centers within the Specific Plan area. 

Recycling centers shall accept all types of recyclable waste, shall be fenced and screened from 

view, and shall be located in commercial or industrial areas dispersed throughout the 

Specific Plan area. The first recycling center shall be established upon issuance of the 1500th 

residential building permit.  

4.11.6-1a Prior to recordation of any large-lot final subdivision map, all required steps shall be taken to 

initiate formation of a new County Service Area (CSA, or expansion of CSA #28. Major core 

backbone infrastructure as shown on Figure 3-17A or Figure 3-17B in Chapter Three of this 

Revised Draft EIR shall be in place prior to recordation of the first final small lot subdivision 

map. Other on-site collection and conveyance facilities shall be constructed as necessary to 

serve actual development (except as required in Mitigation Measure 4.11.6-1g).  

4.11.6-1b All new commercial, industrial, institutional, and residential subdivisions in the Specific Plan 

area shall install collection systems and connect to a public wastewater system.  

4.11.6-1c All new development in the Specific Plan area shall comply with General Plan Policy 4.D.2, 

which requires written certification from the service provider that either existing services are 

available or needed improvements will be made prior to occupancy to meet wastewater 

demands of the Specific Plan.  

4.11.6-1d Approval of the Specific Plan shall be premised on concurrent County approval of a 

financing plan that will provide for funding the necessary wastewater collection facilities 

needed to serve the Specific Plan area, and implemented through approval for formation of a 

County Service Area (CSA) or expansion of CSA #28 and a corresponding funding 

mechanism.  

4.11.6-1e The Specific Plan proponents shall construct or participate financially in the construction of 

off-site wastewater conveyance capacity, including lift stations, to accommodate projected 

wastewater flows that would be generated by development of the Specific Plan.  
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4.11.6-1f Adequately sized on-site collection facilities, including lift stations, shall be installed for each 

subdivision in the Specific Plan area concurrent with road construction for individual 

subdivisions. A “backbone” conveyance system sufficient to serve each subdivision shall be 

installed prior to issuance of building permits for that subdivision.  

4.11.6-1g The Sewer Master Plan shall be revised prior to submission of any wastewater--related 

improvement plans to include a detailed description of necessary lift station components on-

site as well as off-site. The Master Plan shall include a plan for dealing with power and pump 

failure, and pump maintenance. The plan shall identify how necessary pumping capacity will 

be replicated in the event of pump failure or pump maintenance, and shall provide for on-site 

back-up power sufficient to run pumps and any odor scrubbers, in the event of power failure. 

Each lift station shall include a wastewater storage component in the form of an enclosed 

reservoir or tank sufficient to deal with temporary emergency conditions while backup 

systems are brought on line, in accordance with sizing standards utilized by the County 

Department of Facility Services.  

4.11.6-2a Commitments from the wastewater treatment provider to receive anticipated flows from the 

Specific Plan area at the DCWWTP and/or the SRWTP shall be secured by Placer County 

prior to County approval of improvement plans for wastewater collection and transmission 

infrastructure. The County shall comply with General Plan Policy 4.D.2, which requires 

written certification from the service provider that either existing services are available or 

needed improvements will be made prior to occupancy to meet wastewater demands of the 

Specific Plan area.  

4.11.6-2b Specific Plan proponents shall participate financially through connection fees and other 

financial mechanisms in the construction of additional wastewater treatment capacity 

sufficient to accommodate projected flows and treatment at the DCWWTP and/or the 

SRWTP. In addition, Specific Plan proponents shall prepare, or shall provide a fair share 

contribution toward the preparation of any additional CEQA analysis that may be required 

for plant modifications and/or expansions.  

4.11.6-2c For each increment of new development within the Specific Plan area, the County shall 

confirm that all necessary permits (e.g., NPDES) are in place for either the DCWWTP or the 

SRWTP to discharge additional treated effluent in the amounts associated with the new 

development. This shall include a determination that development timing will not impede 

other development for which entitlements have been issued. The requirement for such a 

showing shall be made a condition of any small lot tentative map approval associated with 

the new development and shall be verified by the County prior to recordation any final map 

associated with the new development. Where no small lot tentative map and final map are 

required prior to non-residential development having the potential to increase wastewater 

flows, the requirement for such verification, to be demonstrated no later than the time of 

issuance of building permits, shall be made a condition of approval of project-level 

discretionary approvals analogous to issuance of small-lot tentative maps.  

4.11.6-3a Design of on- and off-site sewer pipelines shall have watertight joints and be in accordance 

with design standards adopted by Placer County in order to minimize the potential for 

accidental discharge.  

4.11.6-3b Paved access shall be provided to all sewer system access points to allow for pipeline 

maintenance and repair.  
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4.11.6-6 Should expansion of the SRWTP treatment plant be pursued to serve the Specific Plan area, a 

Treatment Plant Master Plan Update will be needed and additional analysis of water quality 

impacts on the Sacramento River will be required in a cumulative context. This analysis shall 

be performed in a manner similar to and at the same level of detail as the analysis contained 

in the EIR for the current Master Plan, and shall be consistent with standards established by 

RWQCB and SRCSD. All recommendations of the analysis shall be implemented utilizing a 

fair share funding arrangement with Placer Vineyards project proponents.  

4.11.7-1a Prior to approval of any small lot tentative subdivision map for a proposed residential project 

of more than five hundred dwelling units, the County shall comply with Government Code 

Section 66473.7. Prior to approval of any small lot tentative subdivision map for a proposed 

residential project of 500 or fewer units, the County need not comply with Section 66473.7, or 

formally consult with PCWA or other public water system, but shall nevertheless make a 

factual showing or impose conditions similar to those required by Section 66473.7 in order to 

ensure an adequate water supply for development authorized by the map. Prior to 

recordation of any final small lot subdivision map, or prior to County approval of any similar 

project-specific discretionary approval or entitlement required for nonresidential uses, the 

applicant shall demonstrate the availability of a long-term, reliable water supply from a 

public water system for the amount of development that would be authorized by the final 

subdivision map or project-specific discretionary nonresidential approval or entitlement. 

Such a demonstration shall consist of a written certification from the water service provider 

that either existing sources are available or that needed improvements will be in place prior 

to occupancy.  

4.11.7-1b The Specific Plan proponents shall, comply with PCWA water conservation strategies as 

described in PCWA’s Urban Water Management Plan.  

4.11.7-1c Prior to approval of any small lot tentative subdivision map or similar project level 

discretionary approval for land uses that do not require a tentative subdivision map, the 

Placer County Water Agency (PCWA) shall perform an analysis of the remaining wheeling 

capacity in the City of Roseville's system. This analysis shall consider all of the previously 

committed demand to Morgan Creek, Placer Vineyards, Regional University or other projects 

within southwest Placer County that rely on water conveyed through City of Roseville 

facilities and/or pursuant to the wheeling agreement between the City of Roseville and 

PCWA, as amended from time to time. The analysis shall be submitted to both the County 

and the City of Roseville. The County shall confirm with PCWA that uncommitted capacity 

remains to wheel the required amount of PCWA-supplied water to the Specific Plan area 

prior to approval of discretionary actions. In the event sufficient uncommitted capacity does 

not exist, the County shall not grant the proposed tentative subdivision map or other project 

level discretionary approval until the County determines that a water supply not dependent 

on water from PCWA that is wheeled thru the Roseville system becomes available for the 

area at issue. 

 4.11.8-3a Plans for site-specific recycled water storage facilities shall include provisions for emergency 

storage, including redundant in-ground storage ponds or enclosed tanks capable of holding 

one day peak demand for the area served. All recycled water storage ponds shall be bermed 

to prevent inflow from surface sources and shall not be located where a direct discharge to a 

drainage course or natural waterway could occur if the pond should experience a 

containment failure. All storage ponds for recycled water shall be fenced to restrict access 
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and posted with warning signs to reduce the potential for direct human contact with recycled 

water.  

4.11.8-3b The project applicants shall be responsible for completing the Engineering Report that is 

required to be submitted to the State for the production, distribution and use of recycled 

water. Recycled water shall not be used until the Engineering Report is approved by the 

State.  

4.11.8-3c Adequate storage and pumping facilities must be provided prior to connection to the 

recycled water system.  

4.11.9-1a The Master Project Drainage Study shall be incorporated as part of Specific Plan approval by 

reference or other similar means.  

4.11.9-1b Individual project drainage reports consistent with the County’s Stormwater Management 

Manual and Grading Ordinance shall be submitted for each development project, including 

installation of backbone infrastructure. Drainage reports shall identify the proposed 

detention/retention basins that will serve the new development area or submit an interim 

detention basin design with supporting calculations subject to approval by County staff.  

4.11.9-1c Drainage reports for development projects within the Specific Plan area shall comply with 

the current permit requirements of the NPDES Phase II (Attachment 4).  

4.11.9-1d The Master Project Drainage Study shall be submitted to the Placer County Department of 

Public Works and reviewed and approved by the Department of Public Works prior to the 

recordation of the first large lot tentative map.  

4.11.9-1e Individual project drainage reports shall be consistent with the approved Master Project 

Drainage Study.  

4.11.9-2 Prior to recordation of the first small lot final subdivision map in the Specific Plan area, a 

drainage service area under a new County Service Area (CSA), existing CSA #28, or a 

Community Facilities District (CFD) shall be established for the Specific Plan area in 

compliance with law. The CSA or CFD shall identify and establish ongoing funding for a 

continuous drainage facility maintenance program.  

4.11.10-1a The Specific Plan applicants and subsequent developers shall work closely with PG&E and 

SMUD to ensure that development of electrical and natural gas infrastructure with the 

capacity to service the entire Specific Plan area is located and provided concurrently with 

roadway construction and in accordance with PUC regulations. The applicant(s) shall grant 

all necessary easements for installation of electrical and natural gas facilities, including utility 

easements along existing and future on-site major arterial roads for the development of area-

wide utility corridors. Coordination with SMUD and/or PG&E shall occur, and any required 

agreements shall be established prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map.  

4.11.10-1b Implement Mitigation Measures 4.8-3a through 4.8-3g as set forth in Section 4.8 of this 

Revised Draft EIR.  

4.11.10-2a All locations and continuous maintenance access points for natural gas and electrical 

infrastructure are to be clearly marked or noted on tentative subdivision maps. Dedicated 

easements for utility maintenance equipment shall be recorded prior to or concurrent with 

acceptance and recordation of final maps.  
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4.11.10-2b Clear, unrestricted access shall be maintained beneath existing transmission lines that 

traverse the Specific Plan area. This may include provision for unobstructed access to gates in 

proposed fences that may surround such uses as the County corporation yard. Any 

realignment of transmission line paths shall be negotiated with PG&E. Structures shall only 

be allowed in those areas that do not restrict access and meet the requirements of PG&E.  

4.11.12-1a Formation of a County Service Area (CSA), Community Facilities District (CFD), or 

expansion of CSA #28, or other financing mechanism acceptable to the County shall be 

required prior to recordation of the first final small lot subdivision map to ensure that 

immediate funding for adequate library infrastructure consistent with County standards is in 

place. The Specific Plan developers shall enter into a Development Agreement to ensure a 

fair share contribution to adequate library facilities, and that such facilities are available prior 

to demonstrated need.  

4.11.12-1b Completion of one or more branch libraries to provide a minimum of 0.4 square feet per 

capita, dedication of land, and stocking with books and other materials necessary for a 

functioning library with a minimum of 2.2 volumes per capita and otherwise meeting the 

standards of the Auburn-Placer County Library Long-Range Plan, including any subsequent 

amendments, shall occur concurrent with demand. 

4.11.12-1c Project developers shall be required to establish a special benefit assessment district or other 

funding mechanism to ensure adequate funding of the Specific Plan’s fair share for the 

ongoing operation and maintenance of library facilities. Such funding mechanism shall be 

established prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map to ensure that immediate 

funding for adequate library operations and maintenance is in place.  

4.11.13-1 Project developers in the Specific Plan area shall comply with the requirements of the General 

Plan by dedication and improvement of a minimum of 174 acres of active parkland and 174 

acres of passive parkland. Project developers shall be responsible for dedicating and fully 

developing parks and or portions thereof, concurrent with demand in accordance with 

County levels of service. The County may require oversizing of neighborhood and larger 

type recreation parks, trails and facilities on a subdivision basis when it is deemed necessary 

and practical to serve the needs of future residents. In such cases, the County will enter into 

reimbursement agreements whereby future developments will pay initial developers for 

oversizing.  

Concurrent with the construction of the community parks, project developers shall construct 

a park maintenance building and yard and provide maintenance equipment. The design and 

building materials, location and quantity of equipment shall be subject to the approval of the 

Department of Facility Services.  

All plans and specifications shall be approved by the Department of Facility Services and/or 

the managing agency prior to the recordation of each final small lot subdivision map. A 

procedure or agreement to govern the acquisition of parklands and completed park 

improvements acceptable to the County and/or managing agency, and in compliance with 

applicable General Plan standards and policies, shall be in place prior to recordation of the 

first final small lot subdivision map.  

The specific park plans shall be submitted to the County for approval prior to the final 

decision as to the number and location of facilities.  
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4.11.13-3 Project developers shall cause a new County Service Area (CSA) or Community Facilities 

District (CFD) to be formed, or expand CSA #28 for sustainable park maintenance and 

recreation programs for the Specific Plan area prior to recordation of the first final small-lot 

subdivision map. A procedure or agreement to govern park maintenance and local recreation 

programs shall also be finalized prior to recordation of the first final small-lot subdivision 

map within the Specific Plan area. This entity would thus have the ability to participate in 

design, inspection and acceptance of facilities, and determination of appropriate funding 

levels necessary to maintain these facilities and operate recreational programs. A park 

maintenance special tax or special assessment with a provision for increases indexed to the 

CPI shall be approved by the landowners (voters) of the Specific Plan area, to be developed 

prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map in the Specific Plan area. An indexing 

formula for maintenance and operation of recreational facilities and programs shall be in 

place prior to recordation of the first final subdivision map.  

4.11.13-4 As a condition of Specific Plan approval, proponents shall submit a phased schedule for 

providing community recreation facilities for approval by the County Parks Division. This 

phasing plan shall comply with County levels of service for parks and recreational facilities. 

Funding for construction, operation and maintenance of these improvements shall be 

provided in accordance with Mitigation Measures 4.11.13-1 and 4.11.13-3.  

4.11.14-2  Project developers shall establish a special benefit assessment district or other funding 

mechanism to ensure fair share funding for the ongoing operation and maintenance of 

general County services serving the Specific Plan area. This funding mechanism shall be 

established prior to recordation of the first final small lot subdivision map in the Specific Plan 

area to ensure that immediate funding for adequate general County services is in place.  

4.11.14-3 The Specific Plan proponents shall submit a phased schedule for providing the above 

described general government facilities for approval by the County Executive Office. 

Funding for construction, operation and maintenance of these improvements shall be 

provided in accordance with Mitigation Measure 4.11.14-2.  

Hazards and Hazardous Materials 

4.12-1 The two USTs shall be removed and soil samples shall be collected and analyzed. In the event 

soil or water contamination has occurred above regulatory clean-up thresholds, remediation 

shall be performed consistent with State and County regulations. All required remediation 

shall be completed prior to recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property #7 

(now Properties #4 and #7).  

4.12-2 If sampling during removal of the UST for the Hilltop site should confirm concentrations of 

potential motor oil and/or TPH diesel contamination at or above the level of concern, the site 

shall be remediated as described in Mitigation Measure 4.12- 1.  

4.12-3 Prior to recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property #7 (now Property #4), 

the open well shall be abandoned/destroyed according to California Well Standards, 

California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and Placer County 

Environmental Health Services requirements.  

4.12-4 Additional sampling shall be performed at the Dyer Lane and Tanwood Avenue area of 

illegal dumping. If test results show that the level of concern is exceeded, remediation shall 

be required to meet State and County regulations. All remediation shall be completed prior 

to recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property # 9.  
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4.12-5 Prior to recordation of any final small lot subdivision map on Property #9, unused wells on-

site shall be destroyed according to California Well Standards, California Department of 

Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and according to Placer County Division of 

Environmental Health Services requirements.  

4.12-6a Additional sampling shall be performed on sites #10-1 and #10-2. If test results show that 

regulatory clean-up thresholds are exceeded, remediation shall be required to meet State and 

County regulations. All remediation shall be completed prior to recordation of any final 

small lot subdivision map on Property #10.  

4.12-6b Prior to recordation of any final maps on Property #10, unused wells on-site shall be 

destroyed according to California Well Standards, California Department of Water Resources 

Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and according to Placer County Division of Environmental Health 

Services requirements.  

4.12-7a Additional sampling shall be performed on sites #11-1 and #11-2. If test results show that 

levels of concern are exceeded, remediation shall be required to meet State and County 

regulations. All remediation shall be completed prior to recordation of any final small lot 

subdivision map on Property #11.  

4.12-7b Prior to recordation of any final maps on Property #11, unused wells on-site shall be 

destroyed according to California Well Standards, California Department of Water Resources 

Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and according to Placer County Division of Environmental Health 

Services requirements.  

4.12-8 Disposal of refrigerators, tires, batteries and similar materials by licensed waste haulers at 

approved waste disposal facilities shall be completed prior to recordation of any final maps 

on Property #15A (now Property # 22).  

4.12-9 Additional sampling shall be performed on sites #15-1, #15-2, #15-3, #15-4, #15-5, #15-6, #15-7, 

#15-8, #15-9, #15-10, #15-11, #15-12, and #15-13. If test results show that levels of concern, or 

regulatory clean-up thresholds are exceeded, remediation shall be required to meet State and 

County regulations. All remediation shall be completed prior to recordation of any final 

small lot subdivision map on Property #15A (now Property # 22).  

4.12-10 Disposal of auto parts, debris, household waste and similar materials by licensed waste 

haulers at approved waste disposal facilities shall be completed prior to recordation of any 

final small lot subdivision map on Property #19.  

4.12-11a Soil in the storage area and below the concrete slab in the workshop shall be inspected by a 

California Registered Environmental Assessor II for indications of impacts to soil at the time 

of the demolition of the site buildings and concrete slab. Recommendations for soil sampling 

and analysis shall be determined at that time. If sampling results show that regulatory clean-

up thresholds are exceeded, remediation shall be required to meet State and County 

regulations. All demolition and remediation shall be completed prior to recordation of any 

final small lot subdivision map on Property #20 (now Property #21).  

4.12-11b Disposal of auto parts, debris, household waste and similar materials by licensed waste 

haulers at approved waste disposal facilities shall be completed prior to recordation of any 

final small lot subdivision map on Property #20 (now Property #21).  
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4.12-11c The in-service well shall be abandoned/destroyed according to California Well Standards, 

California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and Placer County 

Environmental Health Services (EHS) requirements upon discontinuation of use.  

4.12-12a During construction, all grading shall be performed in a manner to prevent the occurrence of 

standing water or other areas suitable for breeding of mosquitoes and other vectors.  

4.12-12b The Placer Mosquito Abatement District shall be granted access to perform vector control in 

all common areas including drainage, open space corridor and park areas in perpetuity. Such 

access shall be a condition of approval of all tentative maps approved within the Specific 

Plan area.  

4.12-13 Site-specific evaluation by a California Registered Environmental Assessor II shall be 

conducted at each identified existing and former dwelling area to identify surface indications 

and locations of septic tanks or cesspools prior to demolition of existing residences. Identified 

septic tanks shall be destroyed according to Placer County Division of Environmental Health 

criteria prior to recordation of final small lot subdivision map for the affected property.  

Surface conditions shall be evaluated by a California Registered Environmental Assessor II 

when the dwellings are vacated, and prior to demolition of the structures, regarding the 

possibility of previous site uses which may have included hazardous materials that could 

have been disposed of in on-site wastewater disposal systems.  

Tank or cesspool destruction shall be monitored by a California Registered Environmental 

Assessor II regarding the likelihood of hazardous materials disposal in the systems. Any 

required remediation work shall be completed in accordance with State and County 

regulations prior to recordation of final small lot subdivision map for the affected property.  

4.12-14a Surveys of structures that are planned for demolition (that were not surveyed in the Phase II 

ESA) during Specific Plan development shall be conducted by a Certified Asbestos 

Consultant licensed with the California Department of Occupational Safety and Health to 

determine if friable Regulated Asbestos Containing Materials or nonfriable asbestos 

containing materials are present within the structure demolition areas. Any regulated 

asbestos materials found in the investigated areas shall be removed and disposed of by a 

California licensed asbestos abatement contractor. All removal of asbestos material shall be 

completed prior to recordation of Final Maps for the affected property.  

4.12-14b A California licensed asbestos abatement contractor shall be hired to remove the exterior wall 

shingles prior to demolition of the abandoned radio beacon structure on Property #7.  

4.12-15 Prior to submittal of a small lot tentative subdivision map or plans for industrial/commercial 

development, properties not previously evaluated with a current Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessment may be required to complete a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, as 

determined by Environmental Health Services. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 

shall be conducted by a qualified professional. If past commercial agricultural uses are 

disclosed that could have resulted in persistent contamination, such as orchards or vineyards, 

then soil sampling shall be conducted within former commercial agriculture areas. In these 

instances, prior to setting conditions for subdivision or industrial/commercial development 

soil investigation shall be conducted according to guidelines developed by the California 

Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) and contained in the DTSC August 2002 

“Interim Guidance for Sampling Agricultural Fields for School Sites,” or equivalent protocol. 

Sampling and site investigation shall be conducted by a California registered environmental 
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professional, performed with oversight from Placer County Environmental Health Services, 

and with applicable permits.  

As a result of soil investigation, a limited and confined area of contamination may be 

identified and found to be suitable for simple removal. If this is the case, remediation will be 

required to meet State and County regulations and be completed prior to recordation of the 

final small lot subdivision map or equivalent final Placer County approval for 

commercial/industrial projects.  

As a result of soil investigation, unconfined and/or widespread residual concentrations of 

agricultural chemicals may be identified at levels where they individually or in combination 

meet or exceed US EPA, CalEPA Preliminary Remediation Goals, or equivalent screening 

levels, thereby indicating the need for risk assessment. Any indicated risk assessment shall be 

completed prior to improvement plans or equivalent approval. Risk assessments shall 

include a DTSC Preliminary Endangerment Assessment or no further action determination, 

or equivalent.  

Any remedial action indicated by a risk assessment shall be completed and certified prior to 

recordation of the small lot tentative subdivision final map or equivalent final Placer County 

approval for commercial/industrial projects. Remediation shall include a DTSC Remedial 

Action Workplan, or equivalent, and can include a range of activities, including restrictions 

on use, soil excavation and disposal off-site, or encapsulation in appropriate areas away from 

sensitive receptors in the Specific Plan area.  

4.12-16 Any unused well encountered during subsequent exploration or development of the Specific 

Plan area shall be destroyed according to California Well Standards, California Department 

of Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and according to Placer County Division of 

Environmental Health Services requirements.  

4.12-17 Prior to submittal of a small lot tentative subdivision map or plans for industrial/commercial 

development, properties not previously evaluated with a current Phase I Environmental Site 

Assessment may be required to complete a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, as 

determined by Environmental Health Services. A Phase I Environmental Site Assessment 

shall be conducted by a qualified professional. If past commercial uses are disclosed that 

could have resulted in persistent contamination then soil sampling shall be conducted within 

former commercial areas. In these instances, prior to setting conditions for subdivision or 

industrial/commercial development soil sampling shall be conducted according to guidelines 

developed by the California Department of Toxic Substances Control (DTSC) Phase II 

Environmental Site Assessment and/or Preliminary Endangerment Assessment with DTSC, 

or equivalent protocol. Sampling and site investigation shall be conducted by a California 

registered environmental professional, performed with oversight from Placer County 

Environmental Health Services, and with applicable permits.  

As a result of soil investigation, a limited and confined area of contamination may be 

identified and found to be suitable for simple removal. If this is the case, remediation will be 

required to meet State and County regulations and be completed prior to recordation of the 

small lot tentative subdivision final map or equivalent final Placer County approval for 

commercial/industrial projects.  

As a result of soil investigation, unconfined and/or widespread residual concentrations of 

chemicals or other contaminants maybe identified at levels where they individually or in 
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combination meet or exceed US EPA, CalEPA Preliminary Remediation Goals, or equivalent 

screening levels, thereby indicating the need for risk assessment. Any indicated Risk 

Assessment shall be completed prior to improvement plans or equivalent approval. Risk 

assessments shall include a DTSC Preliminary Endangerment Assessment or no further 

action determination, or equivalent.  

Any remedial action indicated by a risk assessment shall be completed and certified prior to 

recordation of the small lot tentative subdivision final map or equivalent final Placer County 

approval for commercial/industrial projects. Remediation shall include a DTSC Remedial 

Action Workplan, or equivalent, and can include a range of activities, including restrictions 

on use, soil excavation and disposal off-site, or encapsulation in appropriate areas away from 

sensitive receptors in the Specific Plan area.  

4.12-19a The design of the substation shall implement no cost and low cost EMF reduction measures 

on new and upgraded transmission, substation, and distribution facilities. These measures 

shall reduce the magnetic field strength in the area by 15 percent or more at the fence line as 

compared to traditional installations.  

4.12-19b PG&E proposes to prepare an EMF Field Management Plan that will specifically delineate the 

no-cost and low-cost EMF measures to be installed as part of the final engineering design for 

the substation. PG&E shall submit to the California Public Utilities Commission the EMF 

Field Management Plan for the project, prior to construction activity on the substation.  

4.12-19c The site shall be graded to direct drainage to a pond that meets Federal Guidelines (40 Code 

of Federal Regulations, Part 112) for the facility so that, in the event a transformer becomes 

damaged and leaks oil, the oil would drain into the pond. The pond shall be designed to be 

impermeable and designed to contain 100 percent of the largest transformer oil volume plus 

10 percent to contain rainwater and prevent discharge to surface water.  

4.12-19d Storage batteries shall be located inside a dedicated metal-enclosed compartment in the 

switchgear.  

4.12-19e Access to the site shall be restricted by fencing and warning signs posted to alert persons of 

the potential electrical hazards.  

4.12-19f The power lines shall be designed in accordance with California Public Utilities Commission 

General Order 95 Guidelines for safe ground clearances that have been established to protect 

the public from electric shock.  

4.12-19g The substation shall be fitted with an automated central alarm system that will immediately 

alert PG&E to any change in equipment condition.  

4.12-21a Any USTs that are encountered during off-site utility line/roadway survey or construction, or 

wastewater treatment or storage facility construction shall be removed and soil samples shall 

be collected and analyzed. If a UST is subject to UST regulation, then a UST removal permit 

from Environmental Health Services shall be obtained. In the event soil or water 

contamination has occurred above regulatory clean-up thresholds, remediation shall be 

performed consistent with State and County regulations.  

4.12-21b Prior to any utility, roadway, or wastewater treatment or storage facility construction on 

properties not previously evaluated in a Phase I Environmental Site Assessment, a Phase I 

Environmental Site Assessment shall be conducted by a Registered Environmental Assessor. 
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If contaminant concentrations are found to be at or above regulatory clean-up thresholds, the 

site shall undergo remediation in accordance with State and County standards.  

4.12-21c Any unused well encountered during construction of off-site utilities, roadways, or 

wastewater treatment and storage facilities shall be destroyed according to California Well 

Standards, California Department of Water Resources Bulletin 74-90 Section 23, and local 

requirements.  

4.12-21d Surveys of any structures that are planned for demolition during off-site utility line, 

roadway, or wastewater treatment or storage facility construction shall be conducted by a 

Certified Asbestos Consultant licensed with the California Department of Occupational 

Safety and Health to determine if friable Regulated Asbestos Containing Materials or non-

friable asbestos containing materials are present within the structure demolition areas. Any 

regulated asbestos materials found in the investigated areas shall be removed and disposed 

of by a California licensed asbestos abatement contractor.  

4.12-21e Site-specific evaluation by a California Registered Environmental Assessor II shall be 

conducted at each identified existing and former dwelling area that may be affected by off-

site utility line, roadway, or wastewater treatment and storage facility construction to 

identify surface indications and locations of septic tanks or cesspools prior to demolition of 

existing residences. Identified septic tanks shall be destroyed under permit of either the 

County Environmental Health Services Division or the Public Works Department.. Surface 

conditions shall be evaluated by a California Registered Environmental Assessor II when the 

dwellings are vacated, and prior to demolition of the structures, regarding the possibility of 

previous site uses which may have included hazardous materials that could have been 

disposed of in on-site wastewater disposal systems. Tank or cesspool destruction shall be 

monitored by a California Registered Environmental Assessor II regarding the likelihood of 

hazardous materials disposal in the systems. Any required remediation work shall be 

completed in accordance with State and County regulations prior to recordation of final 

small lot subdivision maps for the affected property.  

4.12-21f Disposal of auto parts, debris, household waste and similar materials by licensed waste 

haulers at approved waste disposal facilities shall be completed prior to any construction 

within off-site utility corridors.  

Climate Change 

4.13-1a Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-3, establishing guidelines for County review of future 

project-specific submittals for non-residential development within the Specific Plan area in 

order to reduce generation of air pollutants.  

4.13-1b Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-3b, requiring implementation measures to accomplish an 

overall reduction of 10 to 20 percent in residential energy consumption relative to the 

requirements of State of California Title 24.  

4.13-1c Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-3c, promoting a reduction of residential emissions.  

4.13-1d Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-3e, requiring measures to promote bicycle usage.  

4.13-1e Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-3f, requiring measures to promote transit usage and ride 

sharing.  
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4.13-1h Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-3h, encouraging school districts to incorporate energy 

saving measures into the design, construction, and operation of elementary, middle and high 

school buildings and facilities.  

4.13-1i Implement Mitigation Measure 4.8-3i, requiring measures to promote bicycle use, ride 

sharing, and commute alternatives to be incorporated into the design, construction and 

operation of public park areas.  

4.13-1j Implement Mitigation Measure 4.6-3j, prohibiting open burning throughout the Specific Plan 

Area and requiring this prohibition in any project CC&Rs that are established.  

4.13-1k Implement Mitigation Measure 4.7-2a-b; 4.7-5a-b, 4.7-6a-b; 4.7-12; and 4.7-13a-b, 4.7-15a-b, 

4.7-16a-b, 4.7-17a-b, 4.7-19a-b, mitigating traffic impacts (see Recirculated RDEIR, July 2006).  

4.13-1l Implement Mitigation Measures 4.11.5-1a -4.11.5-1d, requiring waste diversion and recycling.  

4.13-1m Placer County and the project applicant shall work together to publish and distribute an 

Energy Resource Conservation Guide describing measures individuals can take to increase 

energy efficiency and conservation. The applicant shall be responsible for funding the 

preparation of the Guide. The Energy Resource Conservation Guide shall be updated every 5 

years and distributed at the public permit counter.  

4.13-1n The project applicants shall pay for an initial installment of Light Emitting Diode (LED) 

traffic lights in all Specific Plan area traffic lights.  

4.13-1o The project applicants and Placer County shall jointly develop a tree planting informational 

packet to help project area residents understand their options for planting trees that can 

absorb carbon dioxide.  

4.13-1p Prioritized parking within commercial and retail areas shall be given to electric vehicles, 

hybrid vehicles, and alternative fuel vehicles.  
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